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ABSTRACT
The purpose o f th i s  s tudy  was to  e s ta b l i s h  c r i t e r io n  v a l id i t y  fo r 
th e  Preschool P e rso n a lity  Q u estionna ire  (PSPQ). The PSPQ i s  a 200-item  
fo rced  c h o ice , s e l f  re p o r t  in v en to ry  fo r fo u r-  th rough s ix -y e a r -o ld s . 
One hundred and s ix ty  o f the  item s a re  scored on 14 fa c to r  a n a ly t ic a l ly  
derived  s c a le s .  The PSPQ i s  a downward e x ten s io n  o f the C attell-IP A T  
p e rs o n a lity  q u e s tio n n a ire s .
For th e  s tu d y , the  PSPQ was adm in is te red  to  107 c h ild re n , and 
p re d ic tio n s  o f  t h e i r  responses were made by th e i r  p a ren ts  and te a c h e rs . 
The p ro p o rtio n  o f agreement between p a ren ts  and c h ild re n  on th e  in d i ­
v id u a l item s was c a lc u la te d , and compared w ith  th e  p ro p o rtio n  of 
agreement between randomly matched s e ts  of p a re n ts  and c h ild re n . A lso , 
th e  p ro p o rtio n  o f agreement between teach e rs  and c h ild re n , and between 
p a ren ts  and c h ild re n , on s p e c ia l  s e ts  o f observab le  item s was c a lc u ­
la te d .  In  a d d i t io n ,  c o r re la t io n s  between p a re n ts  and c h ild re n  on the  
f a c to rs  were o b ta in ed . F in a l ly ,  an ANOVA was perform ed to  determ ine i f  
f a c to r  sco res  d if f e r e d  fo r  boys and g i r l s , and i f  th e  sex o f the  t e s t  
a d m in is tra to r  in flu en ced  th e  sco res on th e  f a c to r  s c a l e s .
The r e s u l t s  in d ic a te d  th a t  w hile  p a ren ts  and te a c h e rs  had roughly  
s im ila r  id e a s  about how t h e i r  c h ild re n  would respond , the  c h ild re n  d id  
n o t in  f a c t ,  respond a s  ex p ec ted . Only one o f the  s c a le s ,  based on a 
m a sc u lin ity /fe m in in ity  f a c to r ,  rece ived  s u b s ta n t ia l  su p p o rt. I t  was 
determ ined th a t  boys and g i r l s  scored d i f f e r e n t ly  on c e r ta in  f a c to r s ,  
and th a t the  sex of the  t e s t  a d m in is tra to r  was an im portan t c o n s id e ra ­
t io n .  Im p lica tio n s  o f the  f in d in g s  were d iscu ssed .
INTRODUCTION
The P reschoo l P e rs o n a lity  Q uestionnaire  (h e re a f te r  ab b rev ia ted  
a s  th e  PSPQ) i s  a fa c to r  a n a ly t ic a l ly  derived  t r a i t  measurement 
in s tru m en t fo r  c h ild re n  between the  ages o f  fou r and s ix  years  (Appen­
d ix  1 ) . I t  i s  the  l a t e s t  in  a s e r ie s  o f downward ex ten s io n s  o f th e  
C atte ll-IP A T  p e rs o n a li ty  q u e s tio n n a ire s  which in c lu d e  th e  S ix teen  
F ac to r P e rs o n a lity  Q uestionnaire  ( fo r  ages 16 and u p ) , the  Ju n io r-  
Senior High School P e rs o n a lity  Q uestionnaire  (fo r  ages 12 to  18), the  
C h ild re n 's  P e rso n a lity  Q u estionnaire  ( fo r  ages 8 to  12 ), and th e  E arly  
School P e rs o n a lity  Q uestionna ire  (fo r  ages 6 to  8 ) . I t  c o n s is ts  of 
200 item s which each re q u ire  a choice between two a l t e r n a t iv e s .  One 
hundred and s ix ty  o f the  item s a re  scored  on 14 independen t, f a c to r i -  
a l l y  d e riv ed  sc a le s  which cover such dim ensions as secu re  p a s s iv i ty  
v s . in secu re  a c t i v i t y ,  re a c t iv e  a s s e r t iv e n e s s  v s . r e a c t iv e  n o n asse r­
t iv e n e s s , a f f e c t io n a te  d em onstra tiveness v b .  undem onstrativeness, and 
phobic apprehensiveness v s . adventuresom eness.
In  L ic h te n s te in 's  (Note 1) s ta n d a rd iz a tio n  of th e  PSPQ, he 
po in ted  out th a t  a t  th a t  time th e re  was no w idely  a v a ila b le  p e rs o n a li ty  
q u e s tio n n a ire  designed s p e c i f ic a l ly  fo r  c h ild re n  aged fou r to  s ix .  
Measurement o f  p reschoo l p e r s o n a li ty  v a r ia b le s  has t r a d i t io n a l ly  been 
done w ith  r a t in g  sca le s  and o th e r ty pes o f o b serv a tio n  techn iques 
(Johnson, 1976). However, q u e s tio n n a ire s  a re  popular in  re sea rc h  and 
c l i n i c a l  measurement o f a d u lt  p e rs o n a li ty  v a r ia b le s ,  due to  the  
r e l a t iv e  speed and ease of t h e i r  a d m in is tra tio n  and sco ring  (and
1
2sometimes i n t e r p r e ta t io n ) .  Thus th e re  i s  reason  to  b e liev e  th a t  th e re  
would be a ready  m arket fo r  a q u e s tio n n a ire  aimed a t  the  p reschoo l 
p o p u la tio n  i f  one were a v a i la b le .  D esp ite  th e  e a r ly  promise o f the  
PSPQ, i t  has not y e t been p u b lish ed .
In  a n t ic ip a t io n  of i t s  p u b lic a t io n , th i s  s tu d y  was designed to  
in v e s t ig a te  th e  q u estio n  o f th e  PSPQ's v a l i d i t y .  E a r l ie r  work has 
dem onstrated reaso n ab le  f a c to r  v a l id i t y  fo r  th e  in s tru m e n t, bu t p o ten ­
t i a l  u se rs  may be more concerned about th e  a b i l i t y  o f the  PSPQ to  
p re d ic t  behavior in  r e a l  l i f e  s i tu a t io n s .  For exam ple, Sines (1978) 
in  h is  review  of th e  E a rly  School P e rs o n a lity  Q u estio n n a ire , no ted  
th a t  i t  has a t t r a c te d  l i t t l e  i n t e r e s t  from re s e a rc h e r s .  He sug­
g ested  th a t  p o te n t ia l  u sers  would be encouraged by more evidence of 
c r i t e r io n - r e la te d  v a l id i ty .  This study  was in tended  as a s tep  
toward dem onstrating  c r i t e r io n  v a l id i ty  fo r  th e  PSPQ.
As a s e l f - r e p o r t  tech n iq u e , the  PSPQ produces a p ic tu re  o f 
p e rs o n a li ty  based on how th e  c h ild  sees h im se lf . I t  was f e l t  th a t  
th e  v a l id i t y  o f those  p e rcep tio n s  could b e s t be t e s t e d  by comparing 
them w ith  the  p e rc ep tio n s  o f th ose  who know th e  c h ild  b e s t ,  h is  
p a re n ts . A ccord ing ly , a study was designed  in  which p a ren ts  indepen­
d e n tly  p re d ic te d  t h e i r  c h i ld 's  responses to  the  PSPQ.
MEASUREMENT OF TRAITS
The PSPQ d e sc rib e s  p e rs o n a li ty  th rough th e  measurement of t r a i t s .  
At th e  s im p le s t l e v e l ,  a  t r a i t  i s  "any d is t in g u is h a b le ,  r e l a t iv e ly  
enduring  way in  which one in d iv id u a l v a r ie s  from an o ther"  (G u ilfo rd , 
1959, p . 6 ) .  Some th e o r i s t s  ( e .g . ,  A llp o r t ,  1937; C a t t e l l ,  1946) 
have taken  th i s  a s tep  fu r th e r  by su g g estin g  th a t  t r a i t s  re p re se n t 
m ental s t ru c tu re s  th a t  p red isp o se  one to  respond to  s i tu a t io n s  in  
c e r ta in  ways. S ince the p resence o f t r a i t s  i s  n e c e s s a r i ly  in fe r re d  
from o b serv a tio n s  o f c o n s is te n c ie s  in  b eh av io r, ca re  must be taken  to  
avoid  c i r c u la r  reason ing  in  t h i s  d i s s e r t a t io n .
Many s tu d en ts  o f behav ior have d isp u ted  the  need fo r  th e  concept 
o f t r a i t s  a t  a l l  (Skinner, 1953; M ischel, 1968), a rgu ing  th a t  s i t u a ­
t io n a l  c h a r a c te r i s t ic s  a re  th e  prim ary de term in an ts  o f b eh av io r. Even 
M ischel (1971) has adm itted  th a t  in d iv id u a ls  d i f f e r  g r e a t ly  and con­
s i s t e n t ly  in  t h e i r  responses to  the  same s i tu a t io n .  The concept of 
t r a i t  does n o t im ply a r i g i d ,  au tom atic  type o f re sp o n se , nor does i t  
deny the  p o s s ib i l i t y  of m o d if ica tio n  of the  response tendency through 
ex p e rien c e . Advocates o f t r a i t s  and s i t u a t io n i s t s  have moved toward 
a middle ground by recogn iz ing  th a t  behav ior i s  in flu en ced  by ch arac ­
t e r i s t i c s  o f  bo th  the  s i tu a t io n  and the  behaver (D ollard  & M ille r , 
1950; C a t t e l l ,  1973; Block, 1981).
The measurement of t r a i t s  through stan d a rd ized  t e s t s  im p lies  th a t  
d i f f e r e n t  people e x h ib it  the  same t r a i t s  to  d i f f e r e n t  d e g rees . The 
id ea  o f common t r a i t s  i s  im p lic i t  in  the  a d je c t iv e s  th a t  we use to
4d e sc rib e  p e rs o n a li ty  c h a r a c te r i s t i c s ,  C a t te l l  (1950) d is t in g u is h e s  
between unique t r a i t s  th a t  appear in  on ly  one p erso n , and conmon 
t r a i t s  which a re  possessed  in  vary ing  degrees by a l l  p eo p le . He a ls o  
d is t in g u is h e s  between su rfa ce  t r a i t s  and source t r a i t s .  Surface 
t r a i t s  a re  c lu s te r s  o f responses th a t  seem to  go to g e th e r , and source 
t r a i t s  a re  hypothesized  cau sa l e n t i t i e s  which determ ine th e  su rface  
m a n ife s ta t io n s ,
In  o rder to  determ ine th e  n a tu re  o f p e rs o n a lity  and a r r iv e  a t  a 
common scheme fo r  m easuring and d e sc rib in g  p e rs o n a lity  c h a r a c te r i s ­
t i c s ,  i t  i s  necessa ry  to  determ ine what the  source t r a i t s  a r e .  Since 
th ey  a re  n o t d i r e c t ly  o b serv ab le , they  must be id e n t i f ie d  by no ting  
and in te rp re t in g  c o r re la t io n s  among observab le  re sp o n se s . In  a 
c asu a l way, t h i s  method i s  th e  b a s is  o f  a l l  p e rs o n a li ty  th e o r ie s .
I t s  haphazard a p p lic a t io n  i s  re sp o n s ib le  fo r  the  g re a t d iv e r s i ty  o f 
th e o r ie s  which p u rp o rt to  d e sc rib e  th e  same th in g .
The most powerful to o l a v a ila b le  today fo r  e m p ir ic a lly  and 
sy s te m a tic a lly  examining in te r c o r r e la t io n s  among v a r ia b le s  i s  the  
m athem atical technique o f f a c to r  a n a ly s is .  The development of th is  
techn ique  and advances in  computer technology have made p o s s ib le  the  
a n a ly s is  o f f a r  g re a te r  numbers o f v a r ia b le s  than  even th e  most 
b r i l l i a n t  and in tu i t i v e  of s c i e n t i s t s  could hope to  manage u n a s s is te d . 
S t i l l ,  a g re a t d e a l of i n tu i t i v e  s k i l l  and experienced  judgement Is  
needed to  determ ine which v a r ia b le s  a re  w orth examining and how the 
fa c to rs  d e riv ed  a re  to  be in te rp re te d .
In  h is  q u est to  fin d  th e  b a s ic  v a r ia b le s  in  p e r s o n a li ty , C a t te l l
5(1946) began w ith  A llp o r t  and O d b ert's  (1936) l i s t  o f 4500 p e rs o n a li ty  
term s. A f te r  combining synonyms, he a r r iv e d  a t  a l i s t  o f 171 t r a i t  
names w ith  which a sample o f 100 men were ra te d  by th e i r  a s s o c ia te s . 
I n te r c o r r e la t io n s  and f a c to r  an a ly ses  o f th e se  r a t in g s  were follow ed 
by fu r th e r  ra t in g s  o f 208 men on a  l i s t  o f 45 t r a i t  names. Through 
fa c to r  a n a ly s is  of th e se  l a t e r  r a t in g s ,  C a t te l l  a r r iv e d  a t  a l i s t  of 
12 r e l a t iv e ly  c e r ta in  and 4 or 5 le s s  c e r ta in  source t r a i t s .  In  th e  
l a s t  35 y e a rs , C a t te l l  and h is  f a c to r  a n a ly s is  co lleag u es  have ex ­
p lo i te d  a v a r ie ty  o f o th e r  sources o f in fo rm atio n  about p e r s o n a li ty ,  
and have in c reased  the  l i s t  to  23 normal and 12 abnormal t r a i t s  in  
a d u l t s .
Comparison of th e se  source t r a i t s  w ith  those  d e riv ed  by indepen­
den t f a c to r  a n a ly s is  re s e a rc h e rs  (in c lu d in g  G u ilfo rd , Howarth, Comrey, 
Adcock, and o th e rs )  shows some o v e rlap , but not enough to  j u s t i f y  a 
claim  th a t  C a t t e l l 's  fa c to r s  re p re se n t th e  tru e  ro o t v a r ia b le s  of 
p e rs o n a lity  (Harman & French, 1973). N e v e rth e le ss , p e rs o n a li ty  mea­
surement based on e m p ir ic a lly  deriv ed  f a c to r s ,  even though o f unknown 
v a l id i t y ,  re p re se n ts  a s ig n i f ic a n t  advance in  th e  technology of q ues­
tio n n a ire  developm ent, the  h is to ry  of which is  l i t t e r e d  w ith  v a s t 
numbers o f a r b i t r a r i l y  c o n stru c te d  in s tru m e n ts , whose c o n s tru c t 
v a l id i ty  r e s t s  e n t i r e ly  on the  judgment o f  t h e i r  c r e a to r s .
Follow ing h is  p re lim in a ry  d e lin e a tio n  of th e  p e rs o n a li ty  sphere 
in  1946, C a t te l l  fa c to r  analyzed  resp o n ses  of 370 s tu d en ts  to  a q ues­
t io n n a ire  c o n s is tin g  of 80 re p re s e n ta t iv e  item s. He d e riv ed  15 f a i r l y  
c le a r  p e rs o n a lity  f a c to rs  to  which he added an in te l l ig e n c e  f a c to r ,
6and thus in  1949 c re a te d  th e  experim ental fo re ru n n e r o f th e  16 PF. 
Eleven more fa c to r  a n a ly s e s , uBing d i f f e r e n t  p o p u la tio n s  and 
improvements in  m athem atical techn iques have produced an im pressive  
amount o f evidence su p p o rtin g  the fa c to r  v a l id i t y  o f the 16 PF, 
a lthough  not enough to  s i le n c e  a l l  o f i t s  c r i t i c s  ( e .g . ,  Howarth,
1976).
S h o rtly  a f t e r  the  emergence o f the  16 PF, a ttem p ts  were begun to  
determ ine i f  th e  fa c to rs  o b ta ined  fo r a d u lts  a re  a ls o  v a l id  fo r  younger 
p o p u la tio n s  ( C a t te l l  & Gruen, 1953, 1954; P e te rso n  & C a t te l l ,  1958). 
Armed w ith  some con firm atio n  and a d d it io n a l  in fo rm atio n  about th e  
n a tu re  o f  p e rs o n a li ty  t r a i t s  in  young p eo p le , an experim ental q ues­
tio n n a ire  in tended  fo r  ages 10 to  16 was developed c o n s is tin g  o f one 
in te l l ig e n c e  and e leven  p e r s o n a li ty  sc a le s  (C a t te l l  & B e lo ff , 1953). 
F u rth er re sea rc h  in d ic a te d  th a t  item s a p p ro p r ia te  fo r  c h ild re n  a s  
young as  8 y ears  were no t re le v a n t  fo r  youth a s  old as 18, and so 
subsequent work was focused on development of s e p a ra te  q u e s tio n n a ire s  
fo r  two age groups. E v en tu a lly  a f t e r  s e v e ra l f a c to r  a n a ly s is  s tu d ie s ,  
s a t i s f a c to r y  co n sis ten cy  in  f a c to r  sco res was found and the  J u n io r -  
Senior High School P e rs o n a li ty  Q uestionnaire  (C a t te l l  & C a t te l l ,  1958) 
and the  C h ild re n 's  P e rs o n a lity  Q uestionnaire  (P o r te r ,  C a t t e l l ,  &
S chale , 1959) were p u b lish ed .
E xtension  of the  p e r s o n a l i ty  q u e s tio n n a ire  to  su b jec ts  younger 
than  e ig h t y ears  old n e c e s s i ta te d  the  change from w r it te n  to  o ra l  
a d m in is tra tio n . E xp lo ra to ry  s tu d ie s  were h indered  by th e  need fo r  as  
many a s  e ig h t sess io n s  to  a d m in is te r  a l l  forms o f the  experim ental
7in s tru m e n ts . T h irte en  su ccessiv e  f a c to r  s tu d ie s  were re q u ire d  befo re  
s u f f ic ie n t ly  ro b u s t fa c to r  s t ru c tu re  and enough item s th a t  g e n e ra liz e d  
w e ll ac ro ss  samples were found fo r  th e  s ix  to  e ig h t year age g ro u p . 
F in a l ly ,  in  1963 the  E arly  School P e rs o n a li ty  Q uestionnaire  was pub­
lish e d  (Coan & C a t t e l l ,  1963).
At l a s t  we have a r r iv e d  a t  the  su b je c t o f t h i s  d i s s e r ta t io n - - th e  
PSPQ. The e a r l i e s t  beginnings o f th e  PSPQ were in  1956 in  th e  work of 
C a t te l l  and P e te rso n  (1958). T heir study  employed d a ta  from th re e  
so u rces : L -data  (o b se rv a tio n s  o f  behav io r in  everyday s i tu a t io n s ) ,
and T -data ( c a re fu lly  measured responses to  co n triv ed  la b o ra to ry  
s i tu a t io n s ) ,  a s  w e ll as Q-data (q u e s tio n n a ire s ) . The choice o f  item s 
fo r  the  q u e s tio n n a ire  experim ent was guided by th e  e a r l i e r  work w ith  
e lev en -y ea r-o ld s  (C a t te l l  & Gruen, 1954) and a f a c to r  a n a ly t ic  study 
o f  p reschoo l c h ild re n  by Koch (1942). Following a p r e te s t  w ith  20 
c h ild re n , an I n i t i a l  q u e s tio n n a ire  c o n s is tin g  o f 104 item s was pared 
to  90 item s and adm in istered  to  80 fo u r -  and f iv e -y e a r-o ld  c h ild re n  
a t  the  U n iv e rs ity  o f I l l i n o i s  N ursery School.
Although th e  L - and T -data  d id  n o t p rovide much support fo r  the  
hypothesized  fa c to r  s t ru c tu re  in  p reschoo l c h ild re n , the Q-data 
y ie ld e d  13 s a t i s f a c to r y ,  s im p le -s tru c tu re  f a c to r s .  The next study  
took 44 of the  more prom ising item s from the  e a r l i e r  study  grouped 
in to  26 p a rc e ls ,  and added 20 a b i l i t y  ite m s . In  1964 th i s  q u e s tio n ­
n a ire  was given to  a sample o f 115 f iv e -  and s ix -y e a r-o ld  c h ild re n .
The re s u l t in g  fa c to r  a n a ly s is  y ie ld ed  fo u r a b i l i t y  f a c to rs  p lu s  14 
p e rs o n a lity  f a c to rs  which c lo se ly  resem bled th e  13 o f th e  e a r l i e r  study
8( C a t te l l  & D reger, 1974).
P r io r  to  th e  nex t experim en t, D reger and a s s o c ia te s  c o lle c te d  
an ex ten s iv e  pool o f new ite m s , covering  d iv e rs e  a sp e c ts  o f p reschoo l 
b e h av io r , a f f e c t ,  and co g n itio n  from the  p o in t o f view of c h ild  
p sy c h o lo g is ts . A fte r  a p r e te s t  on a sm all sam ple, th ose  item s th a t  
were responded to  in  th e  same d i r e c t io n  by a l l  or n e a r ly  a l l  su b je c ts  
were d isc a rd e d . The rem aining 156 item s were added to  the  44 from 
th e  e a r l i e r  s tu d ie s .
This 200 item  q u e s tio n n a ire  was adm in is te red  to  a sample o f 180 
fo u r - ,  f i v e - ,  and s ix -y e a r -o ld s  (which inc luded  some su b je c ts  from an 
e a r l i e r  experim ent) in  I l l i n o i s .  In  o rder to  f a c to r  analyze th e  
re sp o n se s , the  o r ig in a l  44 item s were grouped in to  13 p a rc e ls ,  40 o f 
the  new item s were grouped in to  12 p a rc e ls  (according  to  in fe r r e d  
p sy ch o lo g ica l m eaning), and 21 item s were thrown out (due to  la ck  of 
d is c r im in a tio n  v a lu e ) .  The a n a ly s is  y ie ld ed  22 f a c to r s ,  a p p a ren tly  
in c lu d in g  the  p rev io u s ly  found 13 p lu s  9 new ones. Second and th i r d  
o rd e r fa c to rs  were a ls o  e x tra c te d  a lthough  no a ttem p t was made to  
in te r p r e t  them (C a t te l l  & D reger, 1974).
At t h i s  p o in t a boundary study  was designed  to  check out the  
"proto-PSPQ" and id e n t i f y  i t s  fa c to rs  w ith  the  E arly  School P e rs o n a lity  
Q u e s tio n n a ire . In  a l l ,  616 completed reco rd s  were obtained  from f i r s t -  
grade c h ild re n , u sing  360 ESPQ and PSPQ item s p lu s  200 new ESPQ 
ex ten s io n  item s ( C a t te l l  & D reger, 1976). The 360 PSPQ and o ld  ESPQ 
item s were grouped in to  52 p a rc e ls  fo r  the  a n a ly s is  which y ie ld e d  17 
f a c to r s .  I t  was concluded th a t  10 o f th e  fa c to r s  from the  PSPQ matched
9f a c to r s  from th e  ESPQ. A l a t e r  a n a ly s is  o f t h i s  d a ta  by item s ra th e r  
th an  p a rc e ls  y ie ld e d  26 fa c to r s .
Meanwhile, o th e r re se a rc h e rs  were doing work to  s tre n g th en  and 
ex p lo re  o th e r a sp e c ts  o f the  PSPQ, E cheverri (Note 2) had th e  PSPQ 
t r a n s la te d  in to  Spanish  and adm in is te red  i t  to  180 c h ild re n  in  
M ed e llin , Columbia. A fa c to r  a n a ly s is  of h e r d a ta  y ie ld ed  23 f a c to r s ,  
10 of which were p a r t i c u la r ly  s ta b l e .  She concluded th a t  d e s p ite  
th e  t r a n s la t io n  and d i f f e r e n t  c u ltu re  o f her s u b je c ts ,  th e  same 
g en era l t r a i t s  emerged from t h e i r  resp o n ses.
Leonard (Note 3) a ttem pted  to  develop a s o c ia l  d e s i r a b i l i t y  sca le  
fo r  th e  PSPQ. He gave h a l f  o f th e  item s to  each o f two samples o f 30 
c h ild re n , and asked them to  respond f i r s t  w ith  t h e i r  tru e  b e l i e f s ,  
and second as th ey  thought most c h ild re n  would respond. He ob ta ined  
some in te r e s t in g  r e s u l t s ,  but in  the  end he d id  not succeed in  
producing a workable s o c ia l  d e s i r a b i l i t y  s c a le .
Another study  (Johnson, Note 4) dem onstrated some c r i t e r io n  
v a l id i t y  fo r the  PSPQ. Responses o f 32 boys and 32 g i r l s  were compared 
on a fa c to r  d esc rib ed  a s  "homebound fem inine pass iv en ess  v s .  adven­
tu ro u s  m asculine a g g re ss iv e n e s s ."  Johnson concluded th a t  th e  sc a le  was 
v a l id  in  the  sense th a t  i t  s u c c e ss fu lly  d isc r im in a ted  between boys and 
g i r l s .
In  a  d i f f e r e n t  approach to  e s ta b l is h in g  some c r i t e r io n  v a l id i t y  
fo r  the  PSPQ, th e  PSPQ was compared w ith  the  P reschoo l B ehav io ra l 
C la s s i f ic a t io n  P ro je c t Instrum ent (Baker & D reger, 1973). Twenty-four 
c h ild re n  from a c l i n i c  p o p u la tio n  took the  PSPQ, and a t  th e  same tim e
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t h e i r  p a re n ts  responded to  the  PBCP. C o rre la tio n s  between fa c to r s  
from th e  two instrum en ts  were above .70 in  many c a se s , bu t th e  sample 
used in  t h i s  experim ent was no t la rg e  enough to  g ive  much w eight to  
the  f in d in g s .
In  the  e a r ly  7 0 's  L ic h te n s te in  (Note 1) undertook the  s ta n d a rd iz a ­
t io n  o f the  PSPQ on a new, re p re s e n ta t iv e  sam ple. He te s te d  204 fo u r-  
y e a r -o ld s , 204 f iv e -y e a r -o ld s , and 208 s ix -y e a r-o ld s  r e c ru ite d  m ostly  
from Baton Rouge a re a  schools and day care  c e n te r s .  Two fa c to r  
an a ly se s  were performed on th e  sample as a w hole. The f i r s t  (which 
a ls o  in c lu d ed  responses from 300 o th e r , p re v io u s ly  te s te d  su b je c ts )  
y ie ld e d  30 fa c to rs  (Note 5 ) .  In  a d d i t io n , sep a ra te  f a c to r  an a ly ses  
were perform ed fo r  each of the  th re e  age g roups. Nine o f the  weakest 
fa c to rs  ob ta ined  in  the  second a n a ly s is  were d isca rd ed  in  o rd e r to  
c o n s tru c t a sco rin g  scheme w ith  14 independent, r e l i a b ly  sco rab le  
f a c to r  s c a le s ,  u sing  160 of the  200 PSPQ item s. The d e s c r ip tio n s  of 
those  fa c to r  s c a le s  a re  con tained  in  Table 1.
As p a r t  o f t h i s  re s e a rc h , measurements o f t e s t - r e t e s t  r e l i a b i l i t y  
were made. For th e  f i r s t  t r i a l ,  10 PSPQ item s were adm in istered  tw ice 
to  a sample o f 30 c h ild re n  w ith  a  lap se  o f approxim ately  one month.
A c o r re la t io n  of .87 was found between the  two a d m in is tra tio n s . The 
second t r i a l  was in tended  to  check the  r e l i a b i l i t y  o f the  f a c t o r s .
The e n t i r e  q u e s tio n n a ire  was given tw ice to  a sample of 148 p resch o o l 
c h ild re n  w ith  a  lap se  o f about 3 weeks. T e s t - r e te s t  c o r re la t io n  
c o e f f ic ie n ts  fo r  th e  fa c to rs  ranged from a low of .41 fo r  F ac to r U, to  
a  h igh  o f .72 fo r  F ac to r P.
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TABLE 1
PSPQ FACTORS FROM LICHTENSTEIN'S STANDARDIZATION
A * Deprived Dependent, R egres­
s iv e  O ral H o s tile  Aggres­
siv en ess
v s , A ccepting , N onhostile  Inde­
pendence
B. C h eerfu l, S ecure, P o s itiv e  
Self-Im age
v s . Morose, R e jec tin g , 
N egative Self-Im age
C. C u ltu ra lly  Determined 
M asculine A c tiv i ty
v s . C u ltu ra lly  Determined 
Feminine P a s s iv i ty
D. P u r ita n -L ik e , F a s tid io u s , 
S o c ia liz ed  S a t is fa c t io n
v s , R eb e llio u s , U ntidy, Unso­
c ia l iz e d  D is s a t is f a c t io n
E. High Socioeconomic S ta tu s  
and W hite Im m aturity
v s . Low Socioeconomic S ta tu s  
and Nonwhite M atu rity
F. A ffe c tio n a te  D em onstrative­
ness
v s . Undem onstrativeness
G ■ Parano ic  D epressiveness w ith  
D efensive I d e n t i f i c a t io n
v s . Nondepressed, N ondefensive 
S e lf - I d e n t i f ic a t io n
I . R eactive A sse rtiv e n e ss v s . R eactive N onassertiveness
0 . M alcontented , Dependent 
P assive-A ggressiveness
v s . S o c ia liz ed  Independence
P. Phobic A pprehensiveness v s . Adventure s omene s s
R. Dependent, F e a rfu l 
A f f i l ia t iv e n e s s
v s . A sse rtiv e  S e lf -S u ff ic ie n c y
U. S o c ia l D iscom fort and 
Troubled Dreams
v s . S o c ia b i l i ty  and U ntroubled 
Dreams
V. Secure P a s s iv ity v s . In secu re  A c tiv ity
W. Compliant A tten tio n -S eek in g v s . Noncorapliant In d if fe re n c e
N ote ; F ac to rs  H, J ,  K, L, M, N, Q, S, and T were no t used
Taken from L ic h te n s te in  (Note 1)
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A lso , bo y s ' and g i r l s '  f a c to r  sco res  fo r  F ac to r C (th e  mascu­
l in i ty / f e m in in i ty  s c a le )  were compared to  determ ine i f  Johnson’s 
(Note 4) f in d in g s  would be r e p l ic a te d  on the  la rg e r  sam ple. Boys d id  
indeed sco re  much h ig h e r on th i s  s c a le .  F ac to r C was a ls o  noted to  be 
th e  most s tro n g ly  re p re se n te d  fa c to r  in  each of th e  th re e  age groups.
ORIENTATION OF THIS RESEARCH
The in v e s t ig a t io n  of p e r s o n a l i ty  t r a i t s  in  p reschoo l c h ild re n  
r e s t s  on the  assum ption th a t  c h ild re n  younger than s ix  y ears  old ex ­
h i b i t  s ta b le  p a tte rn s  of p e r s o n a l i ty .  I t  i s  w e ll known th a t  during  
th e  f i r s t  few y ears  o f l i f e ,  c h i ld re n  develop a t  a much more rap id  
r a te  than  a d u l t s ,  and th e i r  i n t e r e s t s ,  modes o f e x p re ss io n , and cogn i­
t iv e  a b i l i t i e s  change acc o rd in g ly . I f  t r a i t s  a re  to  have any meaning, 
th e re  must be a t  le a s t  a minimal le v e l  o f s t a b i l i t y  in  th e  ex p ression  
o f the  t r a i t s .
To begin  w ith , i t  must be e s ta b lis h e d  a t  what p o in t in  l i f e  
s ta b le  p a tte rn s  o f p e rs o n a lity  f i r s t  ap p ear. Based on a n a ly s is  of 
t r a i t  v a rian ces  in  fam ily  members, C a t te l l  (1973) argued th a t  t r a i t s  
a re  in h e r ite d  to  some d eg ree , and he provided te n ta t iv e  e s tim a te s  of 
th e  degree of t h e i r  h e r i t a b i l i t y . As p a r t  o f a broader s tudy  of 
temperament in  in fa n ts  and c h ild re n , Thomas and a s s o c ia te s  (1970) demon­
s t r a te d  s t a b i l i t y  o f in d iv id u a l d if f e re n c e s  in  response p a tte rn s  in  
in fa n ts  as young a s  two months.
McDevitt and Carey (1978), u s in g  a p a ren t r a t in g  s c a le ,  found 
s ig n if ic a n t  s t a b i l i t y  over s ix  months in  the  temperament o f c h ild re n  
between th re e  and seven years o f  a g e . Emmerich (1964, 1966), using  a 
f a c to r  a n a ly t ic a l ly  derived  r a t in g  s c a le ,  found rem arkable s t a b i l i t y  in  
s o c ia l  behavior over two y ears  in  n u rse ry  c h ild re n  s ta r t in g  a t  th re e  
y ears  of age. He noted  however th a t  ex p ress io n  o f one f a c to r  seemed to  
undergo a d ram atic  developm ental tra n s fo rm a tio n . According to  Coan
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(1972), th e  e s s e n t ia l  c h a ra c te r  o f p e r s o n a l i ty  t r a i t s  changes very  
l i t t l e  in  th e  course  of a l i f e t im e ,  bu t development b rin g s  about changes 
in  the  form and le v e l o f  ex p ress io n  o f t r a i t s .  The evidence suggests 
th a t  i t  would be reaso n ab le  to  expect c h ild re n  as young as fou r to  ex ­
h i b i t  m easurable p e rs o n a li ty  t r a i t s .
An im portan t q u es tio n  th a t  has d iscouraged  the development o f 
q u e s tio n n a ire s  fo r  young c h ild re n  i s  w hether or not they  a re  capable  o f 
r e l i a b ly  re p o r tin g  in fo rm atio n  about them selves. Radke (1946), i n  a 
s tudy  of p a re n ta l  a t t i t u d e s ,  used a d i r e c t  in te rv iew  w ith  c h ild re n  
j u s t  under fo u r years o f  ag e . She was im pressed w ith  the  c l a r i t y  and 
coherence o f th e i r  r e p o r ts ,  a s  w e ll as th e  degree to  which th ey  agreed 
w ith  those  from th e i r  p a re n ts . A lthough o th e r T esearchers have no t 
had the same su cc e ss , Asher and a s s o c ia te s  (1979) re p o rte d  development 
o f a so c io m etric  technique fo r  fo u r-y e a r-o ld s  w ith  which they  found a 
t e s t - r e t e s t  r e l i a b i l i t y  o f .81 over fo u r weeks. The r e l i a b i l i t y  e s t i ­
mates fo r th e  PSPQ c i te d  e a r l i e r  a lso  support th e  idea th a t  fo u r-y e a r-  
o ld s a re  capab le  of answ ering q u estio n s  r e l i a b ly .
Yarrow (1960) n o tes  th a t  th e re  has been a re lu c ta n c e  to  use the  
in te rv iew  w ith  c h ild re n  under s ix  y ears  o f age due to  fe a rs  th a t  they  
do not have s u f f ic ie n t  comprehension, language f a c i l i t y ,  o r m o tiv a tio n  
to  communicate, bu t he p o in ts  ou t th a t  th e  l i t t l e  re se a rc h  a v a ila b le  
su p ports  th e  use of the  in te rv iew  w ith  c h ild re n  as  young as four y e a r s . 
L ic h te n s te in  and Dreger (Note 6) s p e c i f ic a l ly  confirmed th e  f e a s i b i l i t y  
o f using  q u e s tio n n a ire s  w ith  fo u r -y e a r-o ld s , and they  a s s e r te d  th a t  th e  
c h i ld re n s ' responses a re  a c tu a l ly  more v a l id  re p re se n ta tio n s  o f th e i r
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tru e  though ts  and fe e lin g s  than  a re  responses from o ld e r s u b je c ts .
This i s  c o n s is te n t  w ith  th e  fin d in g s  of G e tze ls  and Walsh (1958), who 
hypo thesized  th a t  s o c ia l  d e s i r a b i l i t y  b ia s  i s  a fu n c tio n  o f the  
s o c ia l iz a t io n  p ro c e ss . They found a c o n s is te n t  in c re a se  in  th e  ex ­
p re ss io n  o f s o c ia l  d e s i r a b i l i t y  b ias  in  s u b je c ts  from ages 8 to  13. Of 
co u rse , i t  i s  im portan t to  remember th a t  th e  PSPQ in te r p r e ta t io n s  a re  
derived  in d i r e c t ly ,  and do not depend on complete o b je c t iv i ty  in  the  
s u b je c ts ' s e l f - a p p r a i s a l s .
The prim ary  h y p o thesis  o f  th is  study  was th a t  th e re  would be s ig ­
n i f ic a n t  agreement between th e  responses o f c h ild re n  to  th e  PSPQ and 
th e  p re d ic tio n s  o f th ose  responses by th e i r  p a re n ts . A lso , i t  was 
b e liev ed  th a t  in  many c a s e s , a p a re n t 's  p re d ic t io n  on a given item  
might be based on a m ental model o f how t h e i r  c h ild  would respond to  
s im ila r  s i tu a t io n s ,  r a th e r  than  knowledge about how the  c h ild  would 
respond to  the  s p e c if ic  item . A ccord ing ly , i t  was hypothesized  th a t  
the  f a c to r  sco res fo r  th e  p a re n ts ' p re d ic tio n s  would c o r r e la te  h ig h ly  
w ith  th e  f a c to r  scores based on th e i r  c h i ld r e n 's  re sp o n ses . S trong 
p o s it iv e  f in d in g s  in  th e se  a re a s  would be com pelling evidence o f the  
v a l id i ty  o f  the  PSPQ and th e  r e l i a b i l i t y  o f  s e l f - r e p o r t  d a ta  from p re ­
school s u b je c ts .  I t  was recognized  however, th a t  d e v ia tio n s  between 
p a ren t p re d ic tio n s  and c h ild  responses a re  l ik e ly  to  be due to  e r ro r s  
on the  p a r e n ts ' p a r t  a s  w e ll a s  f a i lu r e  o f  th e  c h ild re n  to  re p o r t  on 
them selves a c c u ra te ly .
Most re se a rc h  th a t  re q u ire s  accu ra te  in fo rm ation  about c h ild re n  
r e l i e s  on ra t in g s  by te a c h e rs .  Campbell and S te in e r t  (1978), in  a study
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of c h ild  p a tho logy , found th a t  te a c h e rs  were more c o n s is te n t r a te r s  
than  m others. C a t t e l l  and Coan (1957) adm itted  th a t  p a re n ts ' knowl­
edge of th e i r  c h ild re n  i s  g re a te r  th an  te a c h e r s ' ,  but they  po in ted  out 
th a t  i t  i s  a ls o  more l ik e ly  to  be b ia se d . For the  p resen t s tudy , 
te a c h e rs  p re d ic te d  responses to  17 item s fo r p a r t  o f  the sample of 
c h ild re n  (see Appendix 2 ) .  I t  was n o t p r a c t ic a l  to  have them make 
p re d ic tio n s  fo r  a l l  200 item s, b o th  because o f th e  ex ten s iv e  demands 
on th e i r  time and because th e  PSPQ ta p s  many a re a s  about which they  
would have l i t t l e  in fo rm atio n .
P a re n ts  a re  n o to r io u s ly  poor a t  re p o r tin g  o b je c tiv e  in form ation  
about t h e i r  o ffsp r in g  (P y le s , S to l t z ,  & M acfarlane, 1935). A c tu a lly  
though, to  the  e x te n t th a t  the  in fo rm atio n  sought i s  c le a r  and o b jec ­
t i v e ,  p a re n ts  may be more dependable resp o n d en ts . F lske (1978) argues 
in  favo r o f the  use o f  lay  observors o f beh av io r, bu t emphasizes th a t  
i n t e r r a t e r  r e l i a b i l i t y  i s  much b e t t e r  fo r  s p e c i f ic ,  concrete  v a r ia b le s  
than  judgement o f g lo b a l v a r ia b le s .  In  a s im ila r  v e in , Thomas and 
a s s o c ia te s  (1963) have found th a t  c l e a r ,  sim ple q u estio n s  about con­
temporaneous even ts  y ie ld ed  p a re n ta l  responses o f a h igh  degree o f 
v a l i d i t y .
Of course  i t  i s  too  l a t e  to  change the  PSPQ item s to  f i t  th i s  
c r i t e r i o n ,  bu t i t  i s  p o ss ib le  to  examine s e p a ra te ly  the  accuracy  of 
th e  p a r e n ts ’ p re d ic tio n s  on the  most observab le  o f the  PSPQ ite m s . To 
th a t  end, the  PSPQ item s were ra te d  according  to  w hether or no t the  
p a re n ts  would be l ik e ly  to  be ab le  to  p re d ic t  t h e i r  c h i ld 's  responses 
on the b a s is  of f i r s t  hand o b serv a tio n  of the  behav io r in  q u e s tio n .
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The judg ing  was perform ed by a p an e l o f fiv e  e x p e r ts ,  and item s th a t  
were endorsed by a t  le a s t  fou r o f th e  ex p erts  formed a pool of 20 
"observab le"  item s (see  Appendix 3 ) .  The accuracy o f p a re n ta l  p re d ic ­
t io n s  on those item s was used as a check on one source of p a ren t e r r o r s .
A p o in t th a t  has a lread y  been a llu d ed  to ,  i s  th e  p o s s ib i l i ty  o f 
b ia s  on the  p a r t  of the  p a re n ts . I t  was hoped th a t  i t  would be minimal 
s in c e  th e i r  responses were s o l ic i t e d  as p re d ic tio n s  o f  t h e i r  c h i ld r e n 's  
resp o n ses  r a th e r  than  in fo rm ation  about them per s e . S t i l l ,  as 
Maccoby and Maccoby (1954) s t r e s s ,  v a l id i ty  s tu d ie s  c o n s is te n t ly  show 
th a t  respondents tend  to  id e a l iz e  about behavior when th e re  i s  much 
ego involvem ent or any ex p ec ta tio n  o f s o c ia l  approval or d isap p ro v a l. 
This was borne out in  a study comparing in form ation  ob ta ined  from 
p a re n ta l  in te rv iew s and counselor o b serv a tio n s  (McCord & McCord, 1961). 
The au th o rs  concluded th a t  the  in fo rm atio n  obtained from the in te rv iew s 
was marred by th e  tendency of the  p a re n ts  to  make th e i r  p ic tu re  o f 
fam ily  l i f e  conform to  c u l tu ra l  s te re o ty p e s . In  the  p re se n t s tudy  i t  
was im possib le  to  e lim in a te  response b ia s  com pletely on the p a r t  o f 
e i t h e r  th e  p a re n ts  o r the  c h ild re n . However, i t  was p o ss ib le  to  g lean  
some c lu e s  about th e  r e la t iv e  degree of b ia s  ex h ib ite d  by p a ren ts  and 
c h i ld re n . Extreme sco res  on a few o f  th e  fa c to rs  would in d ic a te  un­
a t t r a c t i v e  p e rs o n a li ty  t r a i t s .  I t  m ight be reasoned th a t  i f  the  
p a r e n ts 1 scores on a g iven  fa c to r  extend fa r th e r  in  th e  undesired  
d i r e c t io n  than th e  c h i ld re n 's  s c o re s , then  e i th e r  th e  p a re n ts  would be 
e x h ib it in g  le ss  b ia s  on th a t  fa c to r  th an  th e i r  c h ild re n , or n e i th e r  
would be showing b ia s .
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In  most p sy ch o lo g ica l r e s e a rc h , the p a re n ts ' p o in t o f view has 
been obtained by ask in g  the  m other. Sometimes th a t  i s  j u s t i f i e d  by 
e x p la in in g  th a t  th e  fa th e r  was u n a v a ila b le  (as in  S ea rs , Maccoby, & 
L evin , 1957), bu t more o ften  re se a rc h e rs  seem to  tak e  fo r g ran ted  th a t  
f a th e rs  do no t know any th ing  about t h e i r  c h ild re n  th a t  the m others do 
no t know. Nash (1965) co n v incing ly  s ta te s  the  c ase  th a t  th e  ro le  of 
f a th e r s  ought to  be examined more c lo s e ly . T h e ir in p u t thus was an 
in v a lu ab le  e x tra  source of in fo rm atio n  in  th i s  s tu d y .
Some in v e s t ig a to r s  have produced evidence th a t  more a cc u ra te  i n ­
form ation  on some c h i ld - r e la te d  to p ic s  can be ob ta ined  from fa th e rs  
th an  from m others (Eron, B anta, W alder, & L a u lic h t ,  1961; Kohn & C a rro l, 
1960; Nakamura & R ogers, 1969). S t i l l ,  mothers do spend more time 
in te r a c t in g  w ith  t h e i r  c h ild re n  (W einraub, 1978), and i t  i s  g e n e ra lly  
agreed th a t  on th e  whole they  a re  b e t t e r  p re d ic to rs  of t h e i r  c h i ld r e n ’s 
behav io r than  fa th e r s  (Nakamura & R ogers, 1969; Guerney, S hap iro , & 
S to v e r, 1968). In  th i s  study  th e  r e l a t i v e  accuracy  o f p re d ic tio n s  by 
m others and f a th e r s  was examined f o r  the  in d iv id u a l item s and fo r  each 
o f the  f a c to r s .
To summarize, the  prim ary h y p o th esis  o f t h i s  s tudy  was th a t  p a ren t 
p re d ic tio n s  would show s ig n if ic a n t  agreement w ith  t h e i r  c h i ld re n 's  
responses to  the  PSPQ on both  in d iv id u a l item s and f a c to r s .  I t  was ex­
p ec ted  th a t th e  degree o f agreem ent would be even h ig h e r fo r  th e  pool 
o f "observab le" item s and a ls o  th a t  te ach e rs  would be ab le  to  p re d ic t  
a lim ited  number of item s fo r  t h e i r  s tu d e n ts . I t  was hoped th a t  
in fo rm ation  would a ls o  be ob tained  concerning th e  r e l a t iv e  accuracy  of
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re p o r ts  by fa th e rs  and m others, and th e  degree o f s o c ia l  d e s i r a b i l i t y  
b ia s  shown by p a re n ts  and c h ild re n , but no hypotheses were o ffe re d  on 
th e se  q u e s tio n s .
METHOD
S u b jec ts
Almost a l l  s u b je c ts  came from E ast Baton Rouge P a r ish  in  the  
s t a t e  o f L o u isian a . A few came from surrounding  p a r is h e s . A ll o f th e  
c h ild re n  were a tte n d in g  e i th e r  p resch o o l or elem entary  sch o o l. In  most 
cases  p a r t ic ip a t io n  in  the  study was s o l ic i t e d  by sending perm ission  
s l i p s  home to  the  p a re n ts  o f c h ild re n  e n ro lle d  in  p r iv a te  day care 
c e n te r s .  Of th e  112 c h ild re n  fo r  whom p a re n ta l  perm ission  was ob­
ta in e d ,  te s t in g  was com pleted on 107. Perm ission  was withdrawn p a r t 
way through th e  study in  th e  o th e r 5 c a s e s .
Complete s e ts  of p re d ic tio n s  fo r  b o th  p a ren ts  were obtained  in  94 
c a se s . There were 10 c h ild re n  from s in g le -p a re n t f a m il ie s ,  in c lu d in g  
9 s in g le  m others and one s in g le  f a th e r .  In  th re e  cases reco rd s  were 
ob ta ined  from m others, b u t the  fa th e rs  were u n w illin g  to  p a r t i c ip a te .
In  no case was i t  necessa ry  to  d isco n tin u e  te s t in g  due to  a lack  of 
co o p era tio n  on the  p a r t  o f the  c h ild .
A ll o f th e  c h ild re n  used in  the  study  were a t  le a s t  fou r y ears  of 
age when te s t in g  commenced and younger th an  seven y ears  o f age by th e  
tim e te s t in g  was com pleted. The su b jec t pool was w eighted in  favor of 
th e  younger a g es , p a r t ly  in  o rder to  p rov ide  a more r ig o ro u s  t e s t  of 
th e  hypo theses, and p a r t ly  because they  were more a c c e s s ib le .  Age of 
th e  su b je c t was determ ined by s u b tra c tin g  th e  c h i ld 's  b i r th d a te ,  as 
re p o r te d  by h is  p a re n ts ,  from the  d a te  o f the  f i r s t  p a r t  o f the  t e s t  
a d m in is tra tio n . C hild su b je c ts  inc luded  55 males and 52 fem ales; 53
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fo u r -y e a r -o ld s , 34 f iv e -y e a r -o ld s ,  and 20 s ix -y e a r-o ld s  (see Table 2 ) .
F if te e n  of th e  su b je c ts  and th e i r  p a re n ts  (14% o f the  sample) were 
non-w hite a s  judged by th e  exam iner. The occupation o f th e  p r in c ip a l  
wage e a rn e r  in  each fam ily  was reco rd ed . A high p e rcen tage  of th e  
p a re n ts  were employed in  f i e ld s  r e la te d  to  the  pe tro -ch em ica l in d u s try . 
A nalysis  o f  the  occupations using  th e  N a tio n a l Opinion Research 
C en te r(s p re s t ig e  r a t in g s  (Hodge, S ie g a l ,  & R ossi, 1964) shows the  
sample to  be b iased  in  fav o r of the  upper-m iddle c la s s  (see Table 3 ) . 
L i t t l e  e f f o r t  was made to  o b ta in  a re p re s e n ta t iv e  sam ple, and in  fa c t  
i t  would probably  have been im possib le  to  fin d  enough c h ild re n  from 
low-income fa m ilie s  in  p r iv a te  day c a re  c e n te r s .
T eacher p re d ic tio n s  'were obtained fo r  44 of the  c h ild re n , in c lu d ­
ing 29 fo u r-y e a r-o ld s , 11 f iv e -y e a r -o ld s ,  and 4 s ix -y e a r -o ld s .
F ourteen  d i f f e r e n t  te a c h e rs  p a r t ic ip a te d ,  a l l  o f them fem ales.
Procedure
Data c o l le c t io n  was performed by th e  au th o r and th re e  a s s i s t a n t s . 
The a s s i s t a n t s  were a l l  u p p e r- le v e l psychology undergraduate s tu d en ts  
a t  L ou isiana  S ta te  U n iv e rs ity . They re c e iv e d  t ra in in g  in  t e s t  admin­
i s t r a t i o n  p rocedu res, observed the a u th o r g iv ing  a q u e s tio n n a ire  to  a 
c h i ld ,  and th en  were su p erv ised  by th e  au th o r w hile g iv in g  a t  le a s t  
one t e s t .  The au thor -te s ted  73 of th e  s u b je c ts ,  and th e  one male and 
two fem ale a s s i s ta n t s  te s te d  7, 20, and 7 su b jec ts  r e s p e c tiv e ly .
The c h ild re n  were g iven  the  q u e s tio n n a ire  in  two s e s s io n s . A fte r  
p a re n ta l  perm ission  was o b ta in ed , an exam iner v is i te d  th e  day care 
ce n te r  and adm in istered  th e  f i r s t  100 q u estio n s  to  the  c h i ld .  A ll of
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TABLE 2
DISTRIBUTION OF CHILD SUBJECTS BY AGE AND SEX
Age Group Males Females T o ta ls
4
Year Olds
29 24 53
5
Year Olds
19 15 34
6
Year Olds
7 13 20
55 52 N=107
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TABLE 3
OCCUPATIONAL STATUS OF MAIN WAGE-EARNER IN HOUSEHOLD
N.O.R.C.
Score * Examples Number P ercen t
90 and 
Above
P h y s ic ia n s , P ro fe sso rs , N uclear 
P h y s ic is ts
9 8
80 to  89 A tto rn ey s , E ng ineers, T eachers, 
M in iste rs
53 50
70 to  79 R ep o rte rs , W elfare W orkers, 
Bookkeepers, Policemen
18 17
60 to  69 P lan t T echn ic ians, Plum bers, 
Salesmen, Mechanics
17 16
Below 60 
or
Unemployed
S tore  C le rk s , Dom estics, 
S tu d en ts , D isabled
10 9
107 100
* N a tio n a l Opinion Research Center O ccupational P re s tig e  R atings 
(Hodge, S ie g a l ,  & R o ssi, 1964)
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th e  t e s t in g  was done on an in d iv id u a l b a s is ,  in  a p r iv a te  room r e l a ­
t i v e ly  f r e e  o f d i s t r a c t io n s .  In  some cases to y s  were used to  h e lp  
secure  th e  co o p era tio n  and m a in ta in  th e  in te r e s t  o f th e  s u b je c ts .
A fte r  th e  c h ild  was g iven  the  f i r s t  h a l f  o f the  q u e s tio n n a ire , h is  
te ac h e r was asked to  f i l l  out the  shortened  form (Appendix 2) p r e ­
d ic t in g  h is  response on 17 i te m s .
As soon as  co n v en ien tly  p o s s ib le  a f t e r  th e  f i r s t  h a l f  of the  
q u e s tio n n a ire  was ad m in is te red , an appointm ent was made fo r  th e  exam­
in e r  to  v i s i t  the  s u b je c t 's  home fo r  the  second te s t in g  s e s s io n . The 
lap se  between the two se ss io n s  ranged from 1 to  32 days w ith  a mean 
of 11 d ays. In  16 c a se s , a l l  o f  th e  t e s t  a d m in is tra tio n  took p lace  a t  
th e  s u b je c t 's  home, in  two s e s s io n s . During the  home v i s i t ,  the  
second 100 q u estio n s  were adm in is te red  to  the  c h ild  and the  p a re n ts  
were asked to  make th e i r  p re d ic t io n s . Again th e  c h ild  te s t in g  was 
done in  a p r iv a te  room, o u ts id e  th e  h earin g  of any fam ily  members, and 
a s  f r e e  of d is t r a c t io n s  as  p o s s ib le .  The p a ren ts  were asked to  make a 
p re d ic tio n  on each item . P a ren ts  were seq u este red  in  sep a ra te  rooms 
to  p reven t them from co llu d in g  on th e i r  p r e d ic t io n s .
A fte r  a l l  p a r ts  o f the t e s t  a d m in is tra tio n  were com plete, th e  
c h ild re n  were asked i f  i t  was a l l  r ig h t  fo r  t h e i r  p a re n ts  to  see how 
th ey  responded to  th e  q u e s tio n s . I f  th ey  ag reed , the  p a ren ts  were 
allow ed to  see t h e i r  re sp o n ses . Perm ission  was r e a d ily  o b ta ined  from 
a l l  b u t f iv e  c h ild re n . A ll of th e  c h ild re n  who w ith h e ld  t h e i r  perm is­
s io n  were s ix -y e a r -o ld s .  F in a l ly ,  th e  p a re n ts  were g iven  an o p p o rtu n ity  
to  ask  q u e s tio n s , make comments, and g e n e ra lly  d isc u ss  t h e i r  ex p erien ce .
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A fte r com pletion o f the  s tu d y , summaries o f r e s u l t s  were sen t to  a l l  
te ach e rs  and p a ren ts  who p a r t ic ip a te d .
A nalysis  o f Data
F i r s t ,  a l l  s e ts  o f responses to  th e  q u e s tio n n a ire  were examined to  
make su re  th e re  were no obvious response  s e ts  o r o th e r evidence o f 
f a i lu r e  to  cooperate  w ith  the  ta s k .  I t  was no t n ecessa ry  to  e lim in a te  
any reco rd s  fo r  th e se  re a so n s . Response reco rd s  were coded w ith  
numbers fo r  convenience and to  a ssu re  su b jec t c o n f id e n t ia l i ty .
Records of the  p a re n ts ’ p re d ic tio n s  were compared w ith  th e i r  
c h i ld 's  re sp o n ses , and the  p ro p o rtio n  of c o rre c t p re d ic tio n s  was n o ted . 
A lso , the  p ro p o rtio n  of agreem ent between p a ren ts  was no ted . Then 
each s e t  o f p a ren ts  was randomly matched w ith  an o th e r c h i ld ,  the same 
age and sex a s  the  c h ild  fo r whom they  made p r e d ic t io n s .  The p ro p o r­
t io n  o f agreem ent between the  p re d ic tio n s  and responses fo r  the  
randomly matched p a ren ts  and c h ild re n  was reco rd ed .
N ext, th e  c h i ld r e n 's  responses and th e  p a r e n ts ' p re d ic tio n s  fo r  
the  pool o f  observable item s were e x tra c te d  from the  d a ta .  The a g re e ­
ment between p a ren ts  and accuracy  o f p a r e n ts 1 p re d ic tio n s  o f th e i r  
c h ild re n  were expressed  in  term s o f p ro p o r tio n s . A lso , th e  accuracy  
o f th e  te a c h e r s ' p re d ic tio n s  and th e i r  agreement w ith  th e  m o th ers ' p re ­
d ic tio n s  were found and p ro p o rtio n s  computed. The p r a c t i c a b i l i t y  and 
v a lue  o f ev a lu a tin g  th e  p re d ic tio n s  w ith  in t r a c la s s  c o r r e la t io n s  was 
a ls o  co n sid e red , but re je c te d  once the  modest s iz e  o f  th e  p ro p o rtio n s  
was seen .
Then, th e  responses o f a l l  th e  c h ild re n  and p a re n ts  were converted
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to  f a c to r  s c o re s , using  the  f a c to r  w eights d e riv ed  in  L ic h te n s te in ’s 
s ta n d a rd iz a tio n  s tudy  (Note 1 ) .  I f  a q u es tio n  was responded to  in  the 
in d ic a te d  d i r e c t io n ,  i t  was assigned  the  f a c to r  w e ig h t. Q uestions 
th a t  a re  no t p a r t  o f any fa c to r  were ig n o red . The fa c to r  sco res  fo r  
a given in d iv id u a l c o n s is te d  o f th e  sums o f the  assigned  fa c to r  
w eigh ts  fo r  each f a c to r .
An a n a ly s is  o f v a ria n ce  was performed to  determ ine i f  th e re  were 
s ig n i f ic a n t  d if f e re n c e s  in  f a c to r  sco res as a fu n c tio n  o f the  sex of 
th e  c h i ld ,  th e  sex o f th e  exam iner, or the  in te r a c t io n  o f th o se  two 
v a r ia b le s .  The ANOVA was done in  response to  a su sp ic io n  on the  p a r t 
o f th e  au th o r th a t  boys m ight be more w il l in g  to  adm it to  le s s  mascu­
l in e  and le s s  m ature a t t i tu d e s  and p re fe ren ces  w ith  a fem ale examiner 
than  w ith  a male exam iner. A lso , i t  was done to  e v a lu a te  the  a d v is a ­
b i l i t y  o f e s ta b lis h in g  se p a ra te  norms fo r  boys and g i r l s ,  as has been 
done fo r  some fa c to rs  on o th e r  C a t te l l  p e rs o n a li ty  q u e s tio n n a ire s .
F in a l ly ,  means and s tan d ard  d ev ia tio n s  were c a lc u la te d  fo r  each 
f a c to r ,  fo r  th e  m others, f a th e r s ,  and c h ild re n . C o rre la tio n s  were 
computed between the  f a c to r  sco res  fo r  c h ild re n  and p a re n ts ,  broken 
down accord ing  to  the  sex of th e  p a re n t, th e  sex o f th e  c h i ld ,  and the 
age o f  the  c h i ld .  S ig n ific an c e  le v e ls  fo r  th e  c o r re la t io n s  were 
determ ined .
RESULTS
The p ro p o rtio n  of c h i ld r e n 's  responses c o r re c t ly  p re d ic te d  by 
p a re n ts  was d isco u rag in g ly  low. O v era ll the  p ro p o rtio n  of c o r r e c t ly  
p re d ic ted  responses was .602 (see Table 4 ) .  While t h i s  f ig u re  i s  
h ig h ly  s ig n if ic a n t  measured a g a in s t a chance le v e l o f  .500, i t  c e r ­
ta in ly  does l i t t l e  to  g en e ra te  c r i t e r io n - v a l id i t y  support fo r  th e  PSPQ. 
When th e  accuracy  of th e  p a re n ts ' p re d ic tio n s  was compared w ith  the  
p ro p o rtio n  o f c o r re c t  p re d ic tio n s  fo r  randomly matched s e ts  o f  p a re n ts  
and c h ild re n , the  p ic tu re  was even le s s  encouraging (see Table 5 ) .
The o v e ra ll  p ro p o rtio n  of c o r re c t p re d ic tio n s  fo r  randomly matched 
p a ir s  was .573, so p a re n ts ' knowledge o f t h e i r  own c h ild re n  was 
ap p a ren tly  n o t much help in  p re d ic tin g  th e i r  re sp o n ses . Put ano ther 
way, the  average p aren t c o r r e c t ly  p re d ic te d  about 120 o f t h e i r  own 
c h i ld 's  re sp o n ses , bu t t h e i r  p re d ic tio n s  a ls o  matched an o th er c h ild  of 
the  same age and sex on alm ost 115 q u e s tio n s .
Having e s ta b lis h e d  th a t  th e re  i s  a  g re a t d iscrep an cy  between a 
c h i ld 's  responses to  the  PSPQ and th e  p a re n ts ' e x p ec ta tio n  o f how th e  
c h ild  w i l l  respond, the  q u es tio n  i s  what accounts fo r  the  d iscrepancy? 
Do p a ren ts  not understand th e i r  c h ild re n ?  Are young c h ild re n  u n w illin g  
or unable to  respond re l ia b ly ?  Are c h i ld r e n 's  or p a re n ts ' responses 
su b je c t to  some rem arkably s tro n g  b ia s?  Or do c h ild re n  ju s t  Bee them­
se lv es  and th e i r  behavior in  a much d i f f e r e n t  p e rsp ec tiv e  than  th e i r  
p a re n ts  see them?
I n i t i a l l y  i t  appeared th a t  the  p a re n ts  p re d ic ted  responses fo r
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TABLE 4
PROPORTION OF AGREEMENT BETWEEN PARENTS AND CHILDREN ON ALL ITEMS
Boys G ir ls
Mothers F a th e rs M others F athers T o ta ls
4 .584 .580 .600 .591 .588
Year Olds N=>28 N=27 N=24 N=21 N=100
5 .606 .590 .617 .608 .605
Year Olds N=19 N=16 N=15 N=13 N=63
6 ,622 .630 .640 .635 .633
Year Olds N«7 N=6 N=13 N=12 N*=38
T o ta ls .597 .589 .615 .607 .602
N=54 N=49 N=52 N=46 N=201
TABLE 5
PROPORTION OF AGREEMENT BETWEEN RANDOMLY MATCHED
PARENTS AND CHILDREN ON ALL ITEMS
Boys G irls
Randomly Matched Randomly Matched
Mothers F a th ers Mothers F a th ers T o ta ls
4 .554 .561 .568 .562 .561
Year Olds (.030) (.019) (.032 ) (.029) (.027)
5 .560 .549 .588 .568 .569
Year Olds (.046) (.041) (.029) (.040) (.036)
6 .623 .636 .603 .600 .611
Year Olds (-.0 0 1 ) (- .0 0 6 ) (.037) (.035) (.022)
T o ta ls .565 .566 .583 .579 .573
(.032 ) (.023) (.032) (.028) (.029)
P ro p o rtio n s  in  p a ren th eses  a re  Table 4 va lues minus Table 5 v a lu e s .
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t h e i r  s ix -y e a r -o ld  c h ild re n  more a c c u ra te ly  than  fo r  t h e i r  fo u r-y e a r-  
o ld  c h ild re n . That might be expected i f  the  d iscrep an cy  between 
p re d ic tio n s  and a c tu a l  responses was due to  im m aturity  on the p a r t  of 
the  c h ild re n . The p ro p o rtio n s  ranged from .588 fo r  the  fo u r-y e a r-o ld s  
to  .635 fo r  the  s ix -y e a r -o ld s .  However, the  p ro p o rtio n s  fo r  th e  
randomly matched s e ts  o f  p a re n ts  and c h ild re n  ranged from .561 fo r  the  
fo u r-y e a r-o ld s  to  .611 fo r  th e  s ix -y e a r -o ld s . Thus th e  s ix -y e a r -o ld s  
were a c tu a l ly  p re d ic te d  w ith  s l ig h t ly  le s s  accuracy  th an  the  fo u r-  
y e a r-o ld s  .
On the  w hole, th e  accuracy  o f th e  p a re n ts ' p re d ic tio n s  was b a re ly  
b e t te r  than  chance le v e l .  The is su e  o f the  r e l a t iv e  accuracy  of 
f a th e r s  and m others was rendered  moot by the  fa c t  th a t  n e i th e r  was a t  
a l l  a c c u ra te . As ta b le s  4 and 5 show, th e re  was a very  modest tren d  in  
fav o r o f the  m o th e rs . The ta b le s  a ls o  re v e a l th a t  g i r l s  were p red ic ted  
w ith  s l ig h t ly  b e t t e r  accuracy  th an  boys by both  m others and f a th e r s .  
A pparen tly  m others and fa th e r s  see t h e i r  c h ild re n  in  f a i r l y  s im ila r  
ways. For th e  94 cases in  which both  p a re n ts  made p re d ic tio n s  fo r  
t h e i r  c h i ld ,  the  p ro p o rtio n  o f agreement between p a re n ts ' responses was 
.714 (see Table 6 ) .
Many of th e  q u estio n s  on th e  PSPQ involve p re fe re n ce s  th a t  a 
p a re n t might f in d  very  d i f f i c u l t  to  a n t ic ip a te .  One might suppose th a t  
a t  l e a s t  some of th e  inaccuracy  o f th e  p a r e n ts ' p re d ic tio n s  was a 
fu n c tio n  o f th e  a b s tra c tn e ss  o f th e  q u e s tio n s . A pparently  th a t  was 
n o t th e  case . On th e  20 q u estio n s  which were judged to  be e sp e ­
c i a l l y  co n cre te  and o b serv ab le , the  p ro p o rtio n  o f agreem ent between
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TABLE 6
IMPORTANT PROPORTIONS BASED ON INDIVIDUAL ITEMS
P ro p o rtio n  o f Agreement between m others and fa th e rs  on a l l  item s
P ro p o rtio n  o f  Agreement between m others and fa th e rs  on 
observab le  item s
P ro p o rtio n  o f Agreement between te ac h e rs  and m others
P ro p o rtio n  of Agreement between te ac h e rs  and c h ild re n
TABLE 7
PROPORTION OF AGREEMENT BETWEEN PARENTS AND CHILDREN 
ON 20 "OBSERVABLE" ITEMS
Boys
Mothers F a th e rs
G ir ls
Mothers F a thers T o ta ls
4
Year Olds .575 .578 .617 .584 .588
5
Year Olds .574 .563 .594 .593 .580
6
Year Olds .729 .650 .569 .567 .611
T o ta ls .594 .582 .598 .582 .590
.714
.732
.658
.583
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paren ts*  p re d ic tio n s  and c h i ld r e n 's  responses was only .590. The p ro ­
p o r tio n  o f agreement between p a re n ts  was .732 on th e se  item s.
The te ac h e rs  d id  no t do any b e t t e r  a t  p re d ic tin g  th e i r  s tu d en ts  * 
re sp o n se s . On th e  17 item s th a t  te a c h e rs  were expected to  be a b le  to  
p re d ic t  responses f o r ,  the  p ro p o rtio n  o f agreement between te ac h e rs  and 
m others was .658 , bu t th e  p ro p o rtio n  o f agreement between te ac h e rs  and 
c h ild re n  was only .583. The evidence in d ic a te s  th a t  p a re n ts  and 
te a c h e rs  see c h ild re n  in  roughly  s im ila r  term s, bu t the  c h ild re n  
d e sc rib e  them selves a l to g e th e r  d i f f e r e n t l y .  This im pression  was sup­
p o rted  by th e  re a c tio n s  o f many o f th e  parents- upon read in g  th e i r  
c h i ld 's  re sp o n se s . F req u en tly  p a re n ts  expressed  amazement and amuse­
ment a t  t h e i r  c h i ld 's  responses in  such a re a s  as  n ea tn e ss  and re c ep ­
t i v i t y  to  a f f e c t io n .  The au th o r even n o ticed  in s ta n c e s  when a  c h i ld 's  
behav io r du ring  te s t in g  d i r e c t ly  c o n tra d ic te d  responses to  q u e s tio n s .
I t  was hypothesized  th a t  i f  p a re n ts  could no t p re d ic t  in d iv id u a l 
item s w ith  g re a t accu racy , a t  le a s t  th e  fa c to r  sco res fo r  t h e i r  p re d ic ­
tio n s  would approxim ate the  f a c to r  s co re s  based on th e  responses of 
t h e i r  c h ild re n . By and la rg e ,  t h i s  e x p e c ta tio n  was a ls o  d isap p o in ted . 
As Table 8 shows, th e re  was s ig n i f ic a n t  agreement between fa th e rs  and 
m others on e ig h t  o f th e  f a c to r  s c a le s ,  b u t th e re  was l i t t l e  s im i la r i ty  
between th e  c h ild re n  and p a re n ts , w ith  th e  n o tab le  ex cep tio n  o f F ac to r 
C, th e  m a sc u lin ity /fe m in ity  s c a le .  This v a r ia b le ,  which was supported 
by th e  e a r l i e r  c i te d  re se a rc h  by Johnson and by L ic h te n s te in , rece ived  
s t i l l  more support in  th i s  s tu d y .
F ac to rs  B, I ,  R, and V a ls o  re c e iv e d  a lim ite d  amount o f support
TABLE 8 - SIGNIFICANT CORRELATIONS ON FACTORS AMONG PARENTS AND CHILDREN
F ac to rs
A B C D E F G I O P R U V W
N=94 f  a £ f f a c a
Mothers X F a th e rs .431 .248 .762 .425 .396 .223 .316 .231
N=106 c f b
M others X C hild ren .277 .651 .258
N=95 c f c
F a th ers  X C hild ren .298 .527 .292
N=54 c
Mothers X Boys ,420
N=?49 a a
F a th e rs  X Bovs .349 .344
N=52 b a
Mothers X G ir ls .374 .321
N=46 a
F a th e rs  X G ir ls .333
N=52 f a
M others X 4 Year Olds .571 .342
N=48 d
F a th ers  X 4 Year Olds .480
N=34 e c
Mothers X 5 Year Olds .521 .488
N=29
F ath ers  X 5 Year Olds
N=20 f a b
Mothers X 6 Year Olds .875 .464 .567
N=18 f a c
F a th e rs  X 6 Year Olds .859 .562 .700
a=p ^ .0 5  b=p ^ .0 1  c=p < .005 d=p ^.001 e=p ^.0005 f=p ^.0001
ioro
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from p a re n t/c h i ld  c o r r e la t io n s .  N e ith e r m others nor f a th e r s  showed a 
c le a r  advantage over th e  o th e r in  p re d ic tin g  t r a i t s .  Mothers d id  a 
l i t t l e  b e t te r  on some and fa th e rs  d id  a l i t t l e  b e t te r  on o th e rs .
In  g e n e ra l, p a re n ts  seemed to  e x h ib it  more s o c ia l  d e s i r a b i l i t y  
b ia s  th a n  c h ild re n . F ac to r sco res  fo r  p a re n ts ' p re d ic tio n s  were s ig ­
n i f i c a n t ly  h ig h e r than  the  sco res fo r  c h ild re n  on F ac to rs  B, D, and W, 
in d ic a t in g  th a t  p a ren ts  d esc rib ed  th e i r  c h ild re n  as more secu re , 
c h e e r fu l ,  f a s t id io u s ,  s o c ia l iz e d ,  and com plian t, w hile  c h ild re n  
d esc rib ed  them selves as  more n e g a tiv e , morose, r e b e l l io u s ,  u n tid y , and 
in d i f f e r e n t .  On th e  o th e r hand, p a re n ts ' fa c to r  sco res  were a lso  much 
h ig h er fo r  s c a le  G, which in d ic a te s  th a t  they  see t h e i r  c h ild re n  as 
more p a ran o id , d ep ressed , and d efen siv e  than  th e  c h ild re n  see them­
se lv es  .
The a n a ly s is  of v a rian ce  was performed to  examine th e  in flu en ce  
o f  the  exam iner's  sex and to  determ ine i f  sep a ra te  norms were needed 
fo r  boys and g i r l s  on any o f the  f a c to r  s c a le s .  I t  was found th a t  boys 
and g i r l s  tended to  a t t a i n  h ig h e r f a c to r  sco res on Scales B, F, and R 
when th ey  were te s te d  by an examiner o f the  same sex . A lso , f iv e  
sc a le s  were found in  which th e re  was a s ig n if ic a n t  d if fe re n c e  between 
boys and g i r l s ,  and in  th ree  o f them (A, C, and F) the  d iffe re n c e s  
were extrem e enough to  w arrant sep a ra te  norms (see Table 9 ) . Of course 
i t  i s  ap p re c ia te d  th a t  boys and g i r l s  should score  d i f f e r e n t ly  on 
Scale C.
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TABLE 9
ANOVA RESULTS RELATING TO THE SEX OF THE 
CHILD AND THE EXAMINER
F ac to r Source D ire c tio n  o f D iffe ren ce S ig n ific an ce
B Main E ffe c t G ir ls  scored h igher th an  boys p < .0001
B In te ra c t io n G ir ls  scored h ig h e r w ith  a female 
experim en ter, boys scored  h ig h er 
w ith  a male experim enter
P  <.0185
C Main E ffec t Boys scored h igher th an  g i r l s p <.0001
E Main E ffe c t G ir ls  sco res  h igher th an  boys p <.0145
F Main E ffe c t G ir ls  scored h ig h er th an  boys p 4 .0004
F In te ra c t io n G ir ls  scored h igher w ith  a female 
experim en ter, boys scored  h ig h er 
w ith  a male experim enter
p < .0032
R Main E ffe c t Boys scored h ig h er th an  g i r l s p <.0067
R In te ra c t io n Boys scored h ig h e r w ith  a male 
experim en ter, g i r l s  scored h ig h er 
w ith  a female experim enter
p <.0134
See Appendix IV fo r complete ANOVA r e s u l t s
DISCUSSION
The purpose o f th i s  study  was to  g en era te  support fo r  the  
c r i t e r io n  v a l id i t y  o f the  PSPQ, Successive fa c to r  a n a ly t ic  s tu d ie s  
have e s ta b lis h e d  a reasonab le  amount of c o n s tru c t v a l id i t y  fo r  the  
PSPQ, but i f  the  q u e s tio n n a ire  i s  to  have any r e a l  p r a c t ic a l  u t i l i t y ,  
th e re  must be some in d ic a tio n  th a t  i t  can su c c e ss fu lly  p re d ic t  seme 
a sp e c t o f a c h i ld 's  b eh av io r. I f  p a re n ts  cannot p re d ic t  how th e i r  
c h ild  w i l l  respond to  a q u e s tio n , even when the  q u estio n  concerns a 
c o n cre te  behav io r w ith  which both  c h ild  and p aren t a re  f a m il ia r ,  then  
i t  seems u n lik e ly  th a t  the  c h i ld 's  responses can be used to  p re d ic t 
behaviors th a t  a re  le s s  c lo se ly  a s so c ia te d  w ith  th e  q u e s t io n s .
I t  may be argued th a t  q u e s tio n n a ire  responses g e n e ra lly  do a very  
poor jo b  o f p re d ic tin g  co n cre te  behav io r in  a d u lts  a l s o ,  and y e t they  
a re  used e n th u s ia s t ic a l ly  by c l in ic ia n s  and re s e a rc h e rs . A q u e s tio n ­
n a ir e  fo r  a d u lts  th a t  was capable o f accoun ting  fo r  25% of th e  v a ria n ce  
In  a behav io r o f in te r e s t  would p robably  fin d  accep tan ce . S t i l l ,  even 
by the  generous s tan d ard s  th a t  a re  common to d ay , th e  PSPQ f a l l s  f a r  
sh o rt o f a pass in g  g rad e .
P a re n ts  and c h ild re n  d isag reed  no t only  on the  s p e c if ic s  of how 
th e  c h ild re n  th in k  and behave, but a ls o  on the  g en e ra l tren d s  o f t h e i r  
behavior a s  re p re se n te d  by th e  f a c to r  s c o re s . The ex cep tio n  was 
fa c to r  C. I t  i s  not c le a r  why p a re n ts  were ab le  to  p re d ic t  sex -typed  
resp o n ses  bu t no t o th e r b e h av io rs . E ith e r  p a ren ts  pay much c lo se r  
a t te n t io n  to  t h i s  t r a i t  o r c h ild re n  comply more c lo se ly  w ith  t h e i r
35
36
p a re n ts 1 e x p ec ta tio n s  in  t h i s  a r e a .
A lthough th e  p a r e n ts ' p re d ic tio n s  d id  n o t match th e i r  c h i ld r e n 's  
re sp o n se s , th e  p a re n ts  agreed  w ith  each o th e r  on many o f t h e i r  c h i ld 's  
b e h av io rs , and te ac h e rs  agreed w ith  them a l s o .  There was undoubtedly 
some response b ia s  p re s e n t ,  bu t p a re n ts  a p p a ren tly  have s im ila r  views 
on how th e i r  c h ild re n  th in k  and behave, and th ese  views were r e f le c te d  
in  t h e i r  p r e d ic t io n s .
The q u estio n  then  i s ,  why were th e  c h i ld r e n 's  responses so d i f f e r ­
e n t from what was expected by a d u lts  who know them w ell?  I t  would be 
tem pting to  conclude th a t  c h ild re n  tend to  respond to  th e  q u e s tio n ­
n a ire  haphazard ly . However, i f  th a t  were th e  c ase , t e s t - r e t e s t  
r e l i a b i l i t y  fo r th e  q u estio n s  would be c lo se  to  z e ro , and rep ea ted  
fa c to r  an a ly ses  o f responses from d i f f e r e n t  samples o f c h ild re n  would 
not produce s im ila r  f a c to r  s t r u c tu r e s .  I t  i s  c le a r  th a t  c h ild re n  
respond to  the  q u estio n s  as  th ey  do fo r  some reason  th a t  makes sense 
to  them, and th a t  the  q u e s tio n n a ire  i s  m easuring something about the  
c h ild re n .
The PSPQ i s  a s e l f - r e p o r t  in v e n to ry , and as such the  s u b je c t ’s
responses r e f l e c t  h is  unique view of h im se lf , or a t  le a s t  how he would
l ik e  to  re p re se n t h im se lf to  o th e rs .  The r e s u l t s  of t h i s  study  suggest
th a t  s o c ia l  d e s i r a b i l i t y  b ia s  on th e  p a r t  o f  th e  c h ild re n  was probably
n o t re sp o n s ib le  fo r  much o f th e  d iscrep an cy  between th e  p a ren t p re d ic ­
t io n s  and the  c h ild  re sp o n se s . Thus u n le ss  th e re  was some o th e r 
rem arkably s tro n g  source o f response b ia s  th a t  was not co n sid e red , we 
a re  l e f t  w ith  th e  conclusion  th a t  c h ild re n  have a p rofoundly  d i f f e r e n t  
view o f them selves than  th e i r  p a ren ts  do.
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I t  i s  easy  to  understand  how th e  lim ite d  experience o f a young 
c h ild  and the  ro le s  he p lays in  h is  fam ily  and w ith  peers would cause 
him to  approach some q u estio n s  very  d i f f e r e n t ly  than  would an a d u l t .  
PSPQ q u es tio n  #76 fo r  exam ple, asks th e  c h ild  to  judge w hether he tak es  
a long tim e or a sh o rt tim e fo r  a b a th . I f  an a d u lt  were asked th e  
same q u e s tio n , he would most l ik e ly  be ab le  to  draw on an ex ten s iv e  
poo l o f experience  and second hand in fo rm atio n  in  determ ining  what con­
s t i t u t e d  a long b a th . The c h ild  however, might be more l ik e ly  to  
respond accord ing  to  w hether he found h is  most re c e n t bath  ted io u s  or 
.e n jo y ab le , o r perhaps acco rd ing  to  w hether or not h is  p a re n ts  encour­
aged him to  h u rry  when b a th in g .
S t i l l  i t  seems rem arkable th a t  d if fe re n c e s  in  p e rsp ec tiv e  could 
account fo r  th e  g re a t d isc re p a n c ie s  between p a ren t p re d ic tio n s  and 
c h ild  re sp o n ses . Most o f  th e  tim e c h i ld r e n 's  responses to  th e i r  
p a r e n t 's  in s tru c t io n s  in d ic a te  th a t  th ey  a t  le a s t  understand  what 
t h e i r  p a ren t i s  ta lk in g  ab o u t. A lso , most of what c h ild re n  say seems 
com prehensible to  an a d u l t .  The work o f some c h ild  re s e a rc h e rs , such 
a s  Heinz Werner and P ia g e t ,  su pports  th e  co n c lusion  th a t  c h ild re n  do 
have a ve ry  d i f f e r e n t  way of looking a t  the  w orld .
I f  i t  i s  accep ted  th a t  c h ild re n  do have a unique p e rs p e c tiv e , two 
a d d i t io n a l  p o in ts  may be gained from th i s  s tu d y . F i r s t ,  g re a t  c a re  
ought to  be taken  in  in te r p r e t in g  t r a i t s  derived  from fa c to r  a n a ly s is  
o f c h i ld r e n 's  re sp o n ses . F a c to rs  a re  u s u a lly  d esc rib ed  accord ing  to  
th e  meaning th a t  the  q u estio n s  th a t  compose them suggest to  a d u lt 
re s e a rc h e rs .  I f  th e  q u estio n s  mean something very  d i f f e r e n t  to  a c h i ld ,
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th e  meaning of th e  f a c to r  d e riv ed  from the  responses may n o t be obvious 
to  an a d u l t . The second p o in t i s  th a t  th e re  may be some u t i l i t y  fo r  
the  PSPQ a f t e r  a l l .  Since th e  PSPQ s t i l l  s tan d s  v i r t u a l ly  a lone a s  a 
s e l f  re p o r t  technique fo r  p reschoo l c h ild re n , i t  may be one o f th e  b est 
ways fo r  a d u lts  to  ga in  in fo rm atio n  about how p reschoo l c h ild re n  see 
them selves.
This study  l e f t  unanswered some old q u estio n s  about th e  PSPQ and 
ra is e d  some new ones. F u tu re  re s e a rc h e rs  m ight g en era te  more inform a­
t io n  about th e  PSPQ and th e  p e rsp e c tiv e s  o f c h ild re n  by fa c to r  
an a ly z in g  th e  p re d ic tio n s  p a re n ts  make about how th e i r  c h ild re n  
respond to  th e  PSPQ. I t  would be in te r e s t in g  to  see i f  th e  p re d ic tio n s
y ie ld  the  same g en era l fa c to rs  a s  th e  resp o n ses.
A lso , i t  would be in te r e s t in g  to  have c lo se  fam ily  members make 
p re d ic tio n s  o f su b jec ts*  responses to  the  ESPQ or even th e  16 PF. I t  
may be th a t  th e  d i f f i c u l t y  in  making a c c u ra te  p re d ic tio n s  has no th ing  
to  do w ith  the  age o f th e  s u b je c ts .  Another d ir e c t io n  th a t  fu tu re  
re se a rc h  might tak e  would be to  have young c h ild re n  make p re d ic tio n s  
fo r  each o th e r 's  responses to  the  PSPQ. I t  may be th a t  th ey  share  a 
s p e c ia l  s o r t  o f lo g ic  or view o f th e  w orld , and so would be more capable 
than  an a d u lt  in  p re d ic tin g  each o th e r 's  responses o r fa c to r  s c o re s .
The r e s u l t s  of th i s  study  may d iscourage  fu tu re  use of th e  PSPQ.
They do n o t however ru le  out a fu tu re  use fo r  th e  q u e s t io n n a ir e , At
p re sen t th e re  i s  s t i l l  no w idely  a v a ila b le  s e l f  re p o r t  in strum ent 
designed fo r  use w ith  p reschoo l c h ild re n . I f  o th e r re s e a rc h e rs  agree 
th a t  i t  would be u se fu l to  have such an in s tru m en t, they  w i l l  perform
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the  n ecessa ry  work to  determ ine what th e  PSPQ m easures and what i t  can 
p r e d ic t .  A fte r  a l l ,  c r i t e r io n  v a l id i ty  s tu d ie s  o f th e  MMPI's c l i n i c a l  
sc a le s  have produced d isco u rag in g  r e s u l t s ,  and y e t i t  i s  the  most 
w idely  resea rch ed  and most p o p u la r c l i n i c a l  q u e s tio n n a ire  in  
e x is te n c e .
REFERENCE NOTES
1. L ic h te n s te in , D. F acto r s t ru c tu re  o f th e  P reschool P e rs o n a lity  
Q u e s tio n n a ire . Unpublished d o c to ra l d i s s e r t a t io n ,  Department o f 
Psychology, L ouisiana S ta te  U n iv e rs ity , 1978.
2 . E c h e v erri, S. G. d e . P e rs o n a li ty  s t ru c tu re  of Columbian p reschool 
c h ild re n  o f upper and lower socio-econom ic c la s s  membership as 
rev ea led  by fa c to r  a n a ly s is  o f  P reschoo l P e rs o n a lity  Q uestionnaire  
re sp o n se s . Unpublished m asters  th e s i s ,  College o f E ducation , 
U niversidad  de A n tio q u i, 1977.
3. Leonard, G. The development o f a s o c ia l  d e s i r a b i l i ty  s c a le  fo r  the 
PSPQ. Unpublished m anuscrip t, Department o f Psychology, Louisiana 
S ta te  U n iv e rs ity , 1974.
4 . Johnson, E. E ., J r .  A comparison of boys and g i r l s  on th e  feminism- 
masculism  fa c to r  o f the  P reschool P e rs o n a lity  Q u estio n n a ire . 
Unpublished m anuscrip t, Department o f  Psychology, L ouisiana S ta te  
U n iv e rs ity , 1970.
5. L ic h te n s te in , D ., D reger, R. M ., & C a t t e l l ,  R. B. F ac to r s tru c tu re  
and s ta n d a rd iz a tio n  o f the  P reschool P e rso n a lity  Q u e s tio n n a ire . 
Unpublished m an u scrip t, Department o f Psychology, Louisiana S ta te  
U n iv e rs ity , 1981.
6 . L ic h te n s te in , D ., D reger, R. M ., & C a t t e l l ,  R. B. The development 
o f th e  PSPQ. Paper p resen ted  a t  the  American P sycho log ical A sso­
c ia t io n  n a tio n a l  conven tion , 1974.
40
REFERENCES
A llp o r t ,  G. W. P a tte rn  and Growth in  P e r s o n a l i ty . New York: H o lt,
R in e h a rt, & W inston, 1937.
A l lp o r t ,  G. W., and O dbert, H. S. T ra it-n am es, a p sy ch o lex ica l study . 
P sycho log ica l Monographs. 1936, 47, 171.
A sher, S. R ., S in g le to n , L. C ., T in s le y , B. R. and Hymel, S. A 
r e l i a b l e  so c io rae tric  measure fo r  p reschoo l c h ild re n . Develop - 
m ental Psychology. 1979, 15, 443-444.
B aker, R. P . ,  and D reger, R. M. The p resch o o l b e h av io ra l c l a s s i f i c a ­
t io n  p ro je c t ;  An i n i t i a l  r e p o r t .  Jo u rn a l o f Abnormal C hild 
Psychology. 1973, .1, 88-120.
Block, J .  Some enduring and co n seq u en tia l s tru c tu re s  o f p e rs o n a li ty . 
In  Rabin, A. I . ,  A rano ff, J . ,  B arc lay , A, M ., and Zucker, R. A. 
(E d s .) , F u rth er E x p lo ra tions in  P e r s o n a l i ty . New York: W iley-
In te rs c ie n c e , 1981,
Campbell, S. B ., and S te in e r t ,  Y. Comparisons o f r a t in g  sc a le s  of 
c h ild  pathology in  c l in i c  and n o n c lin ic  sam ples. Jo u rn a l of 
C onsulting  and C lin ic a l  Psychology. 1978, 46,, 358-359.
C a t t e l l ,  R. B. D esc rip tio n  and Measurement o f P e r s o n a l i ty . Yonkers- 
Hudson, New York: World Book, 1946.
C a t t e l l ,  R. B, P e rs o n a l i ty : A System atic T h e o re tic a l and F ac tu a l
S tudy. New York: McGraw-Hill, 1950.
C a t t e l l ,  R. B. P e rs o n a lity  and Mood by Q u e stio n n a ire . San F ran c isco :
Jossey -B ass, 1973.
42
C a t te l l ,  R. B ., and B e lo ff , H. Research o r ig in  and c o n s tru c tio n  o f  the 
IPAT Ju n io r  P e rs o n a li ty  Quiz. Jo u rn a l o f C onsulting  Psychology. 
1953, 17, 436-442.
C a t t e l l ,  R. B ., and C a t t e l l ,  M. High School P e rs o n a li ty  Q u e s tio n n a ire . 
Champaign, I l l i n o i s :  I n s t i t u t e  fo r  P e rs o n a li ty  and A b il i ty  T e s tin g ,
1958.
C a t t e l l ,  R. B ., and Coan, R. w. Child p e rs o n a lity  s t ru c tu re  sb rev ealed  
in  te a c h e r ’s behav io r r a t in g s .  Jo u rn a l o f  C lin ic a l  Psychology.
1957, 13, 315-327.
C a t t e l l ,  R. B . , and D reger, R. M. P e rso n a lity  s t ru c tu re  as  rev ea led  
in  q u e s tio n n a ire  responses a t  th e  p reschoo l le v e l .  C hild  
Development. 1974, 45, 49-54.
C a t te l l ,  R. B ., and D reger, R. M. Alignment and id e n t i f i c a t io n  of 
f a c to rs  in  the E a rly  School and Preschool P e rs o n a lity  Q uestion­
n a i r e s .  M u ltiv a r ia te  Experim ental C lin ic a l  R esearch . 1976, 4 , 
155-165.
C a t t e l l ,  R. B ., and Gruen, W. The p e rs o n a lity  fa c to r  s t ru c tu re  o f  11 
y ear old c h ild re n  in  term s of behav io r r a t in g  d a ta . Jo u rn a l of 
C lin ic a l  Psychology. 1953, j), 255-266.
C a t t e l l ,  R. B .,  and Gruen, W. Prim ary p e rs o n a li ty  fa c to rs  in  the  
q u e s tio n n a ire  medium fo r  c h ild re n  e leven  to  fo u rteen  y ears  o ld . 
E duca tiona l and P sycho log ica l Measurement. 1954, 14, 50-76.
C a t t e l l ,  R. B ., and P e te rso n , D, R. An a ttem p t to  study p e rs o n a li ty  
s t ru c tu re  in  n u rse ry  school c h ild re n  by means of a q u e s tio n n a ire . 
Advance P u b lic a tio n  No. 10, L aboratory  of P e rso n a lity  A n a ly s is , 
Urbana, I l l i n o i s :  U n iv e rs ity  o f I l l i n o i s ,  1958.
43
Coan, R. The changing p e rs o n a li ty . In  D reger, R. M. (E d .) , M u lti­
v a r ia te  P e rs o n a li ty  R esearch; C o n trib u tio n s  to  th e  U nderstanding 
o f  P e rs o n a lity  in  Honor o f Raymond B. C a t t e l l . Baton Rouge, 
L o u isiana : C la i to r 's  P u b lish in g  D iv is io n , 1972.
Coan, R. W., and C a t t e l l ,  R. B. E arly  School P e rs o n a li ty  Q u estio n n a ire . 
Champaign, I l l i n o i s :  I n s t i t u t e  fo r P e rso n a lity  and A b il i ty  T es tin g ,
1963.
D o lla rd , J . ,  and M il le r ,  N. E. P e rso n a lity  and Psychotherapy; An 
A nalysis  in  Terms o f L earn ing . T hinking. and C u ltu re . New York: 
McGraw-Hill, 1950.
Qnmerich, W, C o n tin u ity  and s t a b i l i t y  in  e a r ly  s o c ia l  developm ent.
C hild  Development. 1964, 35, 311-332.
Emmerich, W. C o n tin u ity  and s t a b i l i t y  in  e a r ly  s o c ia l  developm ent; I I ,  
te ac h e rs  r a t in g s .  C hild Development. 1966, 37, 16-27.
Eron, L. D ,, B an ta, T. J , ,  W alder, L. 0 . ,  and L a u lic h t, J .  H. Compari­
son of d a ta  ob tained  from m others and fa th e rs  on c h ild  re a r in g  
p ra c tic e s  and th e i r  r e la t io n  to  c h ild  ag g re ss io n . Child Develop­
m ent, 1961, 32, 457-472.
P isk e , D. W. S tra te g ie s  fo r  P e rs o n a lity  R esearch: The O bservation
versu s  In te r p r e ta t io n  o f B ehav io r. San F ran c isco : Jo ssey -B ass,
1978.
G e tz e ls , J .  W., and Walsh, J .  J .  The method o f p a ired  d i r e c t  and 
p ro je c t iv e  q u e s tio n n a ire s  in  th e  study of a t t i t u d e  s tru c tu re  and 
s o c ia l iz a t io n .  P sy ch o lo g ica l Monographs.
44
Guerney, 3 . G ., S hap iro , E. B ., and S to v e r, L. P a re n ta l p e rcep tio n s  
o f m alad justed  c h ild re n ; agreement between p a re n ts , and r e la t io n  
to  m o th er-ch ild  in te r a c t io n .  Jo u rn a l o f G enetic Psvcholoev. 1968,
113. 215-225.
G u ilfo rd , J .  P . P e r s o n a l i ty . New York; McGraw-Hill, 1959.
Harman, H. H ., and French, J .  W. T echnical Report No. 1, P rin ce to n ; 
E ducational T esting  S e rv ice , 1973.
Hodge, R. W., D ieg a l, P. M., and R o ss i, P. H. O ccupational p re s t ig e  in  
the  U nited S ta te s ,  1925-1963. The American Jo u rn a l o f S ocio logy . 
1964, 70, 290-292.
Howarth, E. Were C a t t e l l 's  " p e rso n a lity  sphere" f a c to r s  c o r re c t ly  
id e n t i f ie d  in  the  f i r s t  in s tan ce?  B r i t i s h  Jo u rn a l o f Psychology. 
1976, 67., 213-230.
Johnson, 0 . G. T ests  and Measurements in  Child Development; Handbook 
XI. volumes I  and I I .  San F ran c isco : Jo ssey -B ass, 1976.
Koch, H, L. A fa c to r  a n a ly s is  of some measures o f the  behav ior of
preschoo l c h ild re n . Jo u rn a l o f G enetic  Psychology. 1942, 27_, 257- 
287.
Kohn, M. L . ,  and C a r ro l l ,  E. E. S o c ia l c la s s  and th e  a l lo c a t io n  of 
p a re n ta l  r e s p o n s ib i l i t i e s .  Sociom etrv. I960, 23., 372-392.
Maccoby, E . E . ,  and Maccoby, M. The in te rv ie w ; A to o l  of s c ie n c e . In  
L indzey, G. (E d .) , Handbook of S o c ia l Psychology. Reading, M ass.; 
Addison-W esley, 1954.
McCord, J . ,  and McCord, W. C u ltu ra l s te reo ty p e s  and the v a l id i ty  of 
in te rv ie w s  fo r  re sea rc h  in  ch ild  developm ent. Child Development. 
1961, 32, 171-185.
45
M cD evitt, S. C ., and Carey, W. B. The measurement of temperament in
3-7 y ear old c h ild re n . Jo u rn a l o f Child Psychology and P sy c h ia try . 
1978, 19, 245-253.
M ischel, W. P e rs o n a lity  and A ssessm ent. New York: W iley, 1968.
M ische l, W. In tro d u c tio n  to  P e r s o n a l i ty . New York: H o lt, R in eh a rt,
& W inston, 1971.
Nakamura, C. Y ., and Rogers, M. M. P a re n ts ' ex p ec ta tio n s  o f autonomous 
behavior and c h i ld re n 's  autonomy. Developmental Psychology. 1969, 
I ,  No. 5 , 613-617.
Nash, J .  The fa th e r  in  contem porary c u ltu re  and c u rre n t psycho log ica l 
l i t e r a t u r e .  Child Development. 1965, 36., No. 2 , 261-297.
P e te rso n , D. R ., and C a t te l l ,  R. B. P e rso n a lity  fa c to rs  in  n u rse ry  
school c h ild re n  as derived  from p a ren t r a t in g s .  Jo u rn a l of 
C lin ic a l  Psychology, 1958, 14, 346-355.
P o r te r ,  R. B ., C a t t e l l ,  R. B ., and S cha ie , K. W. The C h ild ren 's . 
P e rs o n a lity  Q u estio n n a ire . Champaign, I l l i n o i s :  I n s t i tu te  fo r
P e rso n a lity  and A b il i ty  T e s tin g , 1959.
P y le s , M. K ., S to l tz ,  H. R ., and M acfarlane, J .  W. The accuracy  of 
m o th e r 's  reportB  on b i r t h  and developm ental d a ta .  Child Develop­
m ent. 1935, 6 , 261-270.
Radke, M. J .  The r e la t io n  o f p a re n ta l  a u th o r i ty  to  c h i ld re n 's
behavior and a t t i t u d e s .  I n s t i t u t e  o f Child W elfare Monograph, No.
22 . M inneapolis: U n iv e rs ity  o f  M innesota P re s s , 1946.
S e a rs , R. R ., Maccoby, E. E . ,  and L evin , H. P a tte rn s  of Child R ea rin g . 
Evanston, I l l i n o i s :  Row, P e te rson  & C o., 1957.
46
S in es , J .  0 . Review of the  E arly  School P e rso n a lity  Q u estio n n a ire .
In  Buros, 0 . K. (E d .) , The E ighth Mental Measurements Yearbook. 
Volume I .  Highland P ark , New J e rse y : Gryphon P re s s , 1978.
S k inner, B. F . Science and Human B ehav io r. New York: M acm illan, 1953.
Thomas, A ,, Chess, S .,  and B irch , H. G. The o r ig in  o f p e rs o n a li ty .
S c ie n t i f ic  American. 1970, 223. 102-109.
Thomas, A ., Chess, S . ,  B irch , H. G ., H e r tz ig , M. E ., and Korn, S.
B ehayiora1 In d iv id u a l i ty  in  E arly  Childhood. New York: New York
U n iv e rs ity  p re s s ,  1963.
W einraub, M. Fatherhood: The myth of the  second-c lass  p a re n t. In
S tevens, J .  R ., Joseph H ., and Mathews, M. (E d s .) , M other/ ChiId 
F a th e r/C h ild  R e la tio n s h ip s . W ashington, D. C .: N ational
A sso c ia tio n  fo r  the  Education o f Young C h ild ren , 1978.
Yarrow, L. J .  In te rv iew in g  c h ild re n . In  Mussen, P. H. (E d .), Handbook 
of Research Methods in  Child Development. New York: W iley, 1960.
A P P E N D I C E S
47
48
APPENDIX I  
PSPQ ITEMS
1. Do you sometimes f e e l  a f r a id  even when th e re  i s  nothing wrong?
(A) Yes, o r (B) No.
2 . When you a re  p lay in g  w ith  o th e r c h ild re n , do you l ik e  to  t e l l  them 
how to  do th ings? (A) Yes, or (B) No.
3 . When c h ild re n  f i g h t ,  do you th in k  grown-ups punish  the  wrong ones?
(A) Yes, or (B) No.
4 . Does your daddy lo se  h is  temper very  o ften?  (A) Yes, or (B) No.
5 . Which do you lik e  more (A) books w ith  p ic tu re s  o f cowboys, o r (B)
books w ith  p ic tu re s  o f ra ilw ay  engines?
6 . Would you ra th e r  (A) c o lo r  a book, o r (B) climb a tre e ?
7 . Do you l ik e  i t  when people t i c k le  you? (A) Yes, or (B) No.
8 . Do you l ik e  (A) long s to r i e s  th a t  go on and on, or (B) a lo t  of
sh o rt s to r ie s ?
9. Do you w ish th a t  grown-ups would help  you w ith  more th in g s  than  
they  do? (A) Yes, o r (B) No,
10. Would you ra th e r  (A) look through a p ic tu re  book a lo n e , or (B) w ith
an o th er ch ild?
11. Do people ever say you g e t to o  ex c ited ?  (A) Yes, or (B) No.
12. Do you w ish you had more baby b ro th e rs  or s i s t e r s  than  you have
now? (A) Yes, or (B) No.
13. Would you r a th e r  (A) l i s t e n  to  grown-ups t a l k ,  o r (B) p lay  w ith  
some o th e r boys and g i r l s ?
14. When you g e t th rough w ith  b re a k fa s t ,  would you r a th e r  (A) go out
and p la y , o r (B) l i e  down fo r  a l i t t l e  w hile?
15. Would you r a th e r  (A) look a t  books, or (B) p lay  n o isy  games?
16. Do people sometimes c a l l  you a naughty c h ild ?  (A) Yes, or (B) No.
17. Would you r a th e r  (A) wear old p lay  c lo th e s ,  o r (B) your very  b e s t 
c lo th e s?
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18. Sometimes people te a se  you and p lay  jokes on you. Do you ever g e t 
angry  when th ey  do th a t?  (A) Yes, o r (B) No.
19. When you wake up in  th e  dark  (A) do you ju s t  go back to  s le e p , or 
(B) do you have tro u b le  going back to  sleep?
20. Sometimes when c h ild re n  g e t in to  f ig h t s ,  grown-ups come over and 
t e l l  them why th ey  sh o u ld n 't  f i g h t .  Do you th in k  c h ild re n  can 
always stop  f ig h t in g  i f  someone t e l l s  them why th ey  should not
f ig h t?  (A) Yes, o r (B) No.
21. Do people sometimes sco ld  you when you h a v e n 't  done anyth ing  wrong?
(A) Yes, o r (B) No.
22 . Would you r a th e r  (A) go to  the  s to re  w ith  Mommy, or (B) s ta y  home 
and play?
23. Would you r a th e r  (A) l i s t e n  to  p r e t ty  m usic, or (B) watch two dogs
have a f i g h t .
24 . Which would you r a th e r  have come l iv e  w ith  you, (A) a l i t t l e  dog, 
o r (B) a new baby?
25. When you go to  bed, do you (A) go r ig h t  to  s le e p , or (B) do you 
s ta y  awake fo r  a w hile?
26. Would you r a th e r  (A) look a t  some new books, or (B) p lay  a no isy
game where you p re tend  to  be a w ild  anim al?
27. When you t e l l  someone you can do som ething, l ik e  r id e  a t r i c y c le ,
sk ip  ro p e , jump over a d i tc h ,  r o l l e r  sk a te , or any th ing  lik e  t h a t ,
(A) can you r e a l ly  do i t ,  or (B) do you j u s t  hope you can?
28. Would you r a th e r  (A) go to  a b ir th d a y  p a r ty , or (B) s ta y  home and 
play?
29. I s  your te ach e r n ic e r  to  you than  she i s  to  the  o th e r ch ild ren ?
(A) Yes, or (B) No.
30. Sometimes you have seen ano ther boy or g i r l  c ry in g . Does th a t  
b o th e r you/does i t  make you f e e l  bad? (A) Yes, or (B) No,
31. When you g e t up in  th e  m orning, (A) a re  you a l l  ready to  p la y , or
(B) do you s t i l l  f e e l  s leepy  and t i r e d ?
32. Would you r a th e r  (A) p lay  by y o u rs e lf ,  or (B) w ith  o th e r boyB and 
g i r l s ?
33. Would you r a th e r  (A) h ear s to r ie s  about boys and g i r l s ,  or (B) 
have th ese  th in g s  happen to  you?
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34. Does your m other (A) l e t  you do alm ost any th ing  you w an t, or (B)
a re  th e re  lo t s  o f th in g s  she w on't l e t  you do?
35. Do you sometimes f e e l  sad because people a r e n 't  n ice  to  you? (A)
Yes, o r (B) No,
36 . Would you r a th e r  (A) p lay  in  your own y a rd , o r (B) in  someone 
e l s e 's  yard?
37. When you wake up in  th e  morning, (A) do you d re ss  y o u rs e lf ,  or (B) 
does your mommy help  you?
38. When c h ild re n  g e t mean and smash th in g s , do you (A) j u s t  laugh , or 
(B) do you f e e l  bad about i t ?
39. Do you th in k  (A) everybody l ik e s  you, or (B) do only some people
lik e  you?
40. Would you r a th e r  (A) go out and p ick  some flo w ers , or (B) p lay  b a ll?
41 . Sometimes your mother t e l l s  you to  p u t your to y s  away. Do you
sometimes fo rg e t  to  do i t ?  (A) Yes, or (B) No.
42 . When Mommy t e l l s  you to  s to p  doing som ething, do you (A) j u s t  s top
doing i t ,  o r (B) do you want to  do i t  even more?
43 . Do you (A) love Mommy and Daddy both th e  same, or (B) one more than  
th e  o ther?
44. Do you (A) p ick  out your own c lo th es  in  the  morning, or (B) does
Mommy t e l l  you what to  wear?
45. Do you (A) l e t  o th e rs  p lay  w ith  your to y s , o r (B) a re  you a f ra id  
they  w i l l  b reak  them?
46 . When you want to  say som ething, (A) do you j u s t  say i t ,  o r (B) do 
you th in k  i t  over f i r s t ?
47 . When you wake up in  th e  morning (A) do you f e e l  good, or (B) do you 
f e e l  k ind  o f grouchy and c ross?
48. Do you (A) l ik e  a l l  o f the  th in g s  your mother g ives you to  e a t ,  or
(B) only  some o f them?
4 9 . Would you r a th e r  (A) p lay  w ith  some o th e r c h ild re n , or (B) make 
something w ith  b locks a l l  by y o u rse lf?
50. Would you r a th e r  (A) watch people dancing to  m usic, or (B) h ear a 
s to ry  about a irp la n es?
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51. I ' l l  b e t sometimes c h ild re n  p lay  w ith  your toys w ithou t ask ing  
you. Do you g e t angry and f e e l  l ik e  h i t t i n g  them when th ey  do 
th a t?  (A) Yes, or (B) No.
52. Do you know any c h ild re n  who a re  so naughty or dumb i t ' s  no fun
to  p lay  w ith  them? (A) Yes, or (B) No.
53. Do you g e t s ic k  v e ry  o ften?  (A) Yes, or (B) No.
54. Do people ever say th a t  you d o n 't  take  care  o f th in g s?  (A) Yes,
or (B) No.
55. Would you r a th e r  (A) p lay  an easy  game th a t  no one w ins, or (B) a 
hard game where you can win?
56. Do you wake up in  the  morning (A) a l l  by y o u rs e lf ,  or (B) does 
someone wake you up?
57. When you hear a s to ry  about a poor l i t t l e  dog th a t  d ie d , or some­
th in g  l ik e  t h a t ,  do you ever f e e l  te a r s  in  your eyes? (A) Yes, 
or (B) No.
58. Can you c ro ss  the  s t r e e t  (A) a l l  by y o u rs e lf ,  o r (B) does someone 
always go along w ith  you?
59. When Mommy say s , "lim e fo r  bed ,"  (A) do you l ik e  to  go to  bed, or
(B) do you want to  s ta y  up longer?
60. (A) Do you l ik e  to  keep your room c lean  and n e a t ,  or (B) do you
lik e  to  mess i t  up?
61. Do you l ik e  to  f in g e rp a in t?  (A) Yes, or (B) No.
62 . In  the morning (A) do you lik e  to  g e t up r ig h t  away, or (B) do you
lik e  to  s ta y  in  bed a f t e r  you wake up?
63. When you want a toy  and Mommy d o e s p 't  buy i t  fo r  you, do you beg
h e r and beg h e r to  buy i t ?  (A) Yes, o r (B) No.
64 . (A) Do you sometimes th in k  th a t  Mommy d o e sn 't  love you, or (B) do 
you always th in k  th a t  she loves you?
65. Do you l ik e  to  shoot a gun? (A) Yes, or (B) No.
66. Do you l ik e  to  p lay  (A) w ith  j u s t  one f r ie n d , or (B) w ith  a lo t  of
o th e r ch ild ren ?
67. Does Mommy say i t  tak es  a long tim e fo r  you to  g e t dressed? (A) 
Yes, or (B) No.
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68. (A) Do th e  o th e r k id s  sometimes day th a t  y o u 're  a poor lo s e r ,  or
(B) d o n 't  they  ever say th a t  about you?
69. (A) Do you l ik e  to  go away from home, or (B) do you always l ik e  to  
s ta y  a t  home?
70. When your f r ie n d  lo se s  a to y , do you f e e l  l ik e  looking fo r  i t  w ith
him? (A) Yes, or (B) Wo.
71. When no one i s  w atch ing , do you l ik e  to  suck on a baby b o tt le ?  (A)
Yes, o r (B) No.
72. Would you r a th e r  (A) p a in t w ith  brown and b lack  p a in ts ,  or (B) w ith  
green  and red  p a in ts?
73. In  th e  morning do you l ik e  to  run to  Mommy's bed when you g e t up?
(A) Yes, or (B) No.
74. When you g e t your hands d i r t y ,  (A) do you ru sh  to  wash them, or
(B) do you j u s t  l e t  them s ta y  d ir ty ?
75. When one o f your toys b reaks (A) do you c ry , o r (B) do you do 
something e lse?
76. (A) Does i t  take  you a long tim e to  tak e  a b a th , or (B) do you get 
i t  over w ith  r ig h t  away?
77. Do you obey Mommy most o f th e  time? (A) Yes, or (B) No.
78. Do you l ik e  to  te a se  c a ts  or dogs? (A) Yes, or (B) No.
79. When someone t e l l s  you th a t  you’re  a bad c h i ld ,  (A) do you know 
th a t  y o u 're  no t bad , o r (B) do you b e lie v e  him?
■ 80. Would you r a th e r  (A) p lay  d o c to r games, or (B) do you l ik e  to  p lay
o th e r games more?
81. Do you l ik e  to  l ig h t  matches? (A) Yes, or (B) No.
82. In  th e  morning (A) do you l ik e  to  l i e  in  bed th in k in g  about what
you want to  do , or (B) do you l ik e  to  g e t up and run about in  the
house?
83. Do you sometimes w ish th a t  Mommy loved you more? (A) Yes, or (B)
No.
84. (A) Does Mommy l ik e  to  hear about your f r ie n d s ,  o r (B) d o e sn 't
she ca re  to  hear about them?
85. When you c u t your f in g e r ,  do you cry? (A) Yes, o r (B) No.
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86. (A) Does I t  tak e  you a  long time to  e a t ,  or (B) do you g e t th rough  
w ith  e a tin g  r e a l  fa s t?
87. When a grown-up hugs you, (A) do you f e e l  l ik e  pushing him or her 
away, or (B) do you l ik e  i t ?
88. When you g e t in to  tro u b le  (A) i s  i t  your f a u l t  most o f the  tim e , or
(B) i s  i t  m ostly  o th e r c h i ld re n 's  fa u lt?
89. When no one i s  w atch ing , do you l ik e  to  mark up the  w a lls  w ith  
p a in t or crayons? (A) Yes, or (B) No.
90. When grown-ups k is s  you, (A) does i t  make you f e e l  good, or (B) 
does i t  make you f e e l  s o r t  o f funny in s id e?
91. When Daddy comes heme, (A) do you l ik e  to  run  to  hug him, or (B)
d o n 't  you want to  hug him?
92. (A) Do you sometimes w ish you were b ig  and grown-up, or (B) do you 
l ik e  ju s t  being a ch ild ?
93. Do you l ik e  to  make up new words th a t  nobody's ever heard of 
before? (A) Yes, o r (B) No.
94. When you see  b lood , (A) do you g e t sca re d , or (B) d o e sn 't  i t  
b o th e r you?
95. Do you lik e  to  te a se  o th e r ch ild ren ?  (A) Yes, or (B) No.
96. Do you ta lk  back to  grown-ups? (A) Yes, or (B) No.
97. (A) Do you, or (B) d o n 't  you l ik e  to  have a n ig h t l ig h t  on when you
a re  in  bed?
98. (A) Do you, or (B) d o n 't  you l ik e  to  have Mommy k is s  you?
99. When your k in d e rg a rte n  o r Sunday school te ac h e r looks a t  you, do
you g e t scared? (A) Yes, or (B) No.
100. Do you l ik e  to  sing? (A) Yes, o r (B) No.
101. (A) Do you l ik e  to  s leep  in  a baby c r ib ,  o r (B) do you th in k  t h a t 's
j u s t  fo r  bab ies?
102. When someone pushes you, (A) do you push him r ig h t  back, o r (B) do 
you c ry  o r n o t do anyth ing?
103. When y o u 're  angry w ith  Monmy, do you sometimes t e l l  h e r you w on 't 
e a t?  (A) Yes, or (B) No.
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104. (A) Do you t e l l  o th e r  c h ild re n  when th e y 'r e  doing th in g s  th a t  a re
wrong, or (B) do you j u s t  keep q u ie t?
105. (A) Do you sometimes want to  h i t  your daddy, or (B) d o n 't  you 
ever f e e l  l ik e  h i t t i n g  him?
106. When Mammy and Daddy leave you w ith  a b a b y - s i t t e r ,  a re  you glad?
(A) Yes, or (B) No.
107. When Mommy leaves you, (A) do you c ry , o r (B) doesn’t  i t  make 
much d if fe re n c e  to  you?
108. (A) Do you h a te  to  comb your h a i r ,  or (B) do you r e a l ly  l ik e  to  
comb your h a ir?
109. (A) Do you l ik e  to  show o th e r c h ild re n  a l l  the  toys you have, or
(B) d o n 't  you want them to  see your toys?
110. Does your head h u rt a lo t?  (A) Yes, or (B) No.
111. (A) Do you l ik e  to  climb t a l l  t r e e s ,  or (B) do you l ik e  to  s tay
c lo se r  to  th e  ground?
112. (A) Do you, or (B) d o n 't  you l ik e  th e  food Mommy cooks fo r  you?
113. I f  y o u 're  co lo rin g  w ith  c rayons, (A) a re  you p r e t ty  good a t  i t ,  
o r (B) do you make a mess o f th ings?
114. Do you l ik e  Mommy to  be w ith  you a l l  the  tim e? (A) Yes, or (B) No.
115. When th e r e 's  something to  do , do you o fte n  f e e l  you have to  say ,
"I'm  no t any good a t  th a t? "  (A) Yes, or (B) No.
116. (A) Do you l ik e  to  keep your c lo th e s  r e a l  n e a t, or (B) d o e sn 't  i t  
make much d iffe re n c e  to  you?
117. Most o f the  tim e do Mommy and Daddy (A) g ive  you g i f t s  th a t  you 
w ant, o r (B) g i f t s  th a t  you d o n 't  want?
118. I f  o th e r  c h ild re n  a re  w atching , (A) do you l ik e  to  s in g , or (B) 
d o n 't  you want them around when you sing?
119. Do you l ik e  to  make s i l l y  faces  a t  people? (A) Yes, or (B) No.
120. I f  p a in t messes up your c lo th e s , (A) does i t  b o th e r you a whole 
l o t ,  o r (B) j u s t  a l i t t l e ?
121. When Mommy and Daddy leave  you w ith  a b a b y - s i t te r  (A) a re  you 
sca re d , or (B) d o e s n 't  i t  make you f e e l  th a t  way?
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122. When you were l i t t l e ,  (A) d id  you, or (B) d id n 't  you l ik e  the  . 
food Mommy gave you?
123. Are you p r e t ty  good a t  running races?  (A) Yes, or (B) No.
124. When y o u 're  through p lay in g  w ith  your to y s , do you always put
them away th e  way Mommy lik e s  you to?  (A) Yes, o r (B) No.
125. When o th e r c h ild re n  te a s e  you, (A) do you go away and maybe c ry ,
o r (B) do you f ig h t  back?
126. When Mommy sco ld s  you o r y e l ls  a t  you, do you g e t very  scared?
(A) Yes, o r (B) No.
127. (A) Do you, o r  (B) d o n 't  you lik e  Mommy to  hug you?
128. Which do you l ik e  to  do more: (A) to  jump, o r (B) to  y e l l  r e a l
loud?
129. (A) Do you l ik e  to  t e l l  o th e r c h ild re n  how to  p la y , o r (B) do
you want them to  t e l l  you how to  play?
130. Are you t i r e d  a lo t?  (A) Yes, o r (B) No.
131. Do you l ik e  to  k is s  your mommy (A) a l o t ,  or (B) a l i t t l e  only?
132. At n ig h t ,  (A) do you have dreams th a t  scare  you, o r (B) do you
have w onderful dreams?
133. Would you r a th e r  (A) squeeze gooshy c la y , o r (B) squeeze a wood 
b lock  you can hold in  your hand?
134. Do o th e r c h ild re n  c a l l  you names and maybe laugh a t  you a lo t?
(A) Yes, or (B) No.
135. Do you l ik e  to  look in  a m irro r  a  lo t?  (A) Yes, o r (B) No.
136. Are you t e r r i b l y  a f r a id  o f th in g s  l ik e  sp id e rs  and snakes? (A) 
Yes, or (B) No.
137. Do you l ik e  to  k is s  your daddy (A) a l o t ,  o r (B) only a l i t t l e ?
138. Do you l ik e  to  make mudpies? (A) Yes, or (B) No.
139. When you want to  do something and a grown-up say s , "No," do you 
g e t r e a l  angry a t  him? (A) Yes, o r (B) No.
140. Do you sometimes make up b ig  s to r ie s  th a t  a r e n 't  r e a l l y  l ie s ?
(A) Yes, or (B) No.
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141. When someone t e l l s  you he l ik e s  you, (A) do you b e lie v e  him, or
(B) do you th in k  h e 's  te as in g ?
142. I f  a grown-up y e l l s  a t  an o th er c h i ld ,  do you f e e l  so rry  fo r  the
o th e r ch ild ?  (A) Yes, or (B) No.
143. (A) Do you, o r (B) do you no t l ik e  bab ies?
144. (A) Do you l ik e  to  open draw ers to  see w h a t's  in  them, or (B) a re
you a f r a id  to  open drawers?
145. Do you l ik e  to  p lay  (A) w ith  c h ild re n  your own ag e , or (B) w ith  
o ld e r c h ild ren ?
146. When someone t e l l s  you th a t  y o u 're  a v e ry  good c h ild  or th a t
y o u 're  n ic e - lo o k in g , (A) do you b e lie v e  him, or (B) do you th in k  
h e 's  k idding?
147. When you t r y  to  t e l l  something to  Mommy, does she o fte n  t e l l  you 
to  be q u ie t?  (A) Yes, or (B) No.
148. Do you l ik e  to  h e lp  Mommy g e t supper ready? (A) Yes, or (B) No.
149. (A) Are you a f r a id  to  go to  the  d o c to r , or (B) do you l ik e  to  go
to  th e  doctor?
150. (A) Do you lik e  to  take a b a th , or (B) do you h a te  to  tak e  baths?
151. When someone g iv es  you a p re s e n t ,  (A) do you say "Thank you ,"  or
(B) do you u s u a lly  fo rg e t to  say "Thank you?"
152. I f  y o u 're  w orried  about som ething, (A) do you t e l l  Mommy or Daddy 
about i t ,  or (B) do you keep I t  to  y o u rse lf?
153. When you want something from somebody, (A) do you say , " P le a se ,"  
or (B) do you j u s t  ask  fo r  I t ?
154. When someone h i t s  you, (A) do you, or (B) d o n 't  you cry?
155. When Mommy d o e s n 't  buy a to y  you w ant, (A) a re  you an g ry , or (B)
a re  you ju s t  sad?
156. Do you l ik e  to  tak e  some toys to  bed w ith  you? (A) Yes, or (B) No.
157. Do you have a p ie ce  o f c lo th  o r a b la n k e t you l ik e  to  touch? (A)
Yes, o r (B) No.
158. When y o u 're  t i r e d  o r hungry, do you l ik e  to  pu t your thumb in  your 
mouth? (A) Yes, or (B) No.
159. (A) Do people o f te n  say , or (B) d o n 't  th ey  say th a t  you t a lk  too
much?
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160. Do you sm ile  and laugh (A) a l o t ,  or (B) only a l i t t l e ?
161. When v i s i t o r s  come, (A) do you want to  run  away, o r (B) do you 
l ik e  to  s ta y  where th ey  are?
162. I f  you p lay  a game th a t  you’ve played b e fo re , (A) do you l ik e  to  
th in k  o f new ways to  p lay  i t ,  or (B) do you l ik e  to  p lay  i t  the  
way you learned  i t  f i r s t ?
163. Would you r a th e r  (A) speak s o f t l y ,  o r (B) shout?
164. When you once s t a r t  to  do som ething, (A) do you t r y  to  f in i s h  
i t ,  or (B) do you l ik e  to  go to  something e lse ?
165. Would you r a th e r  (A) p lay  b a l l ,  o r (B) have Daddy read  a s to ry  to
you?
166. On th e  p layground, do you p lay  (A) m ostly  a lo n e , o r , (B) w ith  
o th e r c h ild re n .
167. When you a re  angry , (A) do you f e e l  more l ik e  c ry in g , or (B) more 
l ik e  b reak ing  something?
168. (A) Does your daddy p lay  w ith  you sometimes, or (B) i s  he too  busy?
169. I f  some boy or g i r l  i s  going to  t e l l  a s to ry  about going to  the
zoo , would you r a th e r  (A) be th e  one to  t e l l  th e  s to r y ,  or (B) be
one o f the  c h ild re n  who l i s t e n  to  th e  s to ry?
170. (A) Are you a f r a id  o f th e  d a rk , o r (B) i s n ' t  th e re  any th ing  to  be 
a f r a id  of?
171. (A) Do grown-ups o f te n  l e t  you ta lk  and l i s t e n  to  you, o r (B) do 
th ey  ta lk  a l l  th e  tim e and not l i s t e n  to  you?
172. (A) Do you ta lk  f i r s t  to  a new c h i ld ,  or (B) do you w a it fo r  him 
to  speak to  you?
173. In  dream s, (A) do anim als chase you or (B) a re  your dreams nice?
174. (A) Do you l ik e  to  l i s t e n  to  long s to r i e s ,  or (B) do you g e t 
t i r e d  b e fo re  they- a r e  over?
175. (A) Would you r a th e r  be a  b ig  b ird  up on a m ountain, or (B) a deer 
in  th e  foreB t?
176. (A) Do you l ik e  to  laugh a l o t ,  o r (B) do you h a rd ly  ev er th in k  
th in g s  a re  funny?
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177. (A) Do you g e t in to  f ig h ts  w ith  your f r ie n d s  som etim es, or (B) 
d o n 't  you ev er f ig h t  w ith  people?
178. When Mommy say s , ’’Let me help  you w ith  t h a t , "  (A) do you say ,
"A ll r i g h t , "  o r  (B) do you say , " I ' l l  do i t  m yself?"
179. (A) Would you r a th e r  l i s t e n  to  your te a c h e r ,  o r (B) do th e  
ta lk in g  y o u rse lf?
180. (A) Can you touch  a b ig  bug, o r (B) a re  you a f r a id  to?
181. (A) Do you u s u a lly  have a good tim e , or (B) do th in g s  o f te n  go
wrong?
182. (A) Are your id eas  u s u a lly  p r e t ty  good, or (B) d o n 't  you th in k  
you have good ideas?
183. I f  o th e r  c h ild re n  p lay  w ith  your th in g s  w ith o u t a sk in g , (A) do
you g e t mad a t  them, o r (B) do you j u s t  l e t  them play?
184. (A) Would you r a th e r  clim b a  t r e e ,  o r (B) l i e  in  th e  sun?
185. (A) Do you tu rn  on th e  TV y o u rs e lf ,  o r (B) do you w ait fo r  Mommy 
to  do i t ?
186. Which would you r a th e r  have: (A) a k i t t e n ,  o r  (B) a dog?
187. (A) Do you always g e t what you want a t  C hris tm as, o r (B) do you
alw ays want som ething e lse ?
188. Would you r a th e r  (A) p lay  a t  d re s s in g  up, o r (B) p la y  w ith  a b a ll?
189. When you p lay  a t  a swing, do you (A) l ik e  to  swing y o u rs e lf ,  or
(B) l ik e  to  have someone push you?
190. Would you r a th e r  have (A) a  t r i c y c l e ,  or (B) a  d o ll?
191. Would you r a th e r  have (A) a  gun, o r  (B) crayons?
192. Would you r a th e r  hnve (A) a book you can re a d , o r  (B) a book you
can c o lo r?
193. When y o u 're  p la y in g , would you r a th e r  be (A) a cowboy, or (B) a 
d o c to r?
194. When y o u 're  p lay in g  cops and ro b b e rs , would you r a th e r  be (A) the  
co p s , o r (B) th e  robbers?
195. Would you r a th e r  have (A) a s e c re t  house, o r (B) a  sand p ile ?
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196. When someone read s you a s to ry ,  would you r a th e r  (A) h ear some­
th in g  new, or (B) h ear a s to ry  you a lre a d y  know?
197. Which to y  would you r a th e r  have, (A) a  sheep , o r (B) a c ro co d ile?
198. Would you r a th e r  be (A) a s o ld ie r ,  o r (B) a  farmer?
199. When an o th er c h ild  h i t s  you, (A) do you h i t  him back , or (B) do
you run away?
200. (A) Do you l ik e  to  go v i s i t i n g ,  or (B) would you r a th e r  s ta y  home?
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APPENDIX I I  
PSPQ ITEMS FOR TEACHERS
10. Would you r a th e r  (A) look through a p ic tu re  book a lo n e , o r (B) 
w ith  an o th er ch ild ?
15. Would you r a th e r  (A) look  a t  books, o r (B) p lay  n o isy  games?
32. Would you r a th e r  (A) p lay  by y o u rs e lf ,  o r (B) w ith  o th e r boys 
and g i r l s ?
61. Do you l ik e  to  f in g e rp a in t?  (A) Yes, or (B) No.
66. Do you l ik e  to  p lay  (A) w ith  j u s t  one f r ie n d , o r (B) w ith  a lo t
of o th e r ch ild ren ?
74, When you g e t your hands d i r t y ,  (A) do you ru sh  to  wash them, or
(B) do you j u s t  l e t  them s ta y  d ir ty ?
85. When you cu t your f in g e r ,  do you cry? (A) Yes, o r (B) No.
100. Do you l ik e  to  sing? (A) Yes, o r (B) No.
119. Do you l ik e  to  make s i l l y  faces  a t  people? (A) Yes, or (B) No.
129. (A) Do you l ik e  to  t e l l  o th e r  c h ild re n  how to  p la y , o r (B) do you
want them to  t e l l  you how to  play?
157. Do you have a p iece  o f c lo th  o r a b la n k e t you l ik e  to  touch? (A) 
Yes, or (B) No.
158. When y o u 're  t i r e d  or hungry, do you l ik e  to  p u t your thumb in  your
mouth? (A) Yes, o r (B) No.
164, When you once s t a r t  to  do som ething, (A) do you t r y  to  f in i s h  i t ,
or (B) do you l ik e  to  go to  something e lse ?
166. On th e  playground, do you p la y  (A) m ostly  a lo n e , o r (B) w ith  o th e r
ch ild ren ?
172. (A) Do you ta lk  f i r s t  to  a new c h i ld ,  or (B) do you w ait fo r  him
to  speak to  you?
189. When you p lay  a t  a swing, do you (A) l ik e  to  swing y o u rs e lf ,  or
(B) l ik e  to  have someone push you?
199. When an o th er c h ild  h i t s  you, (A) do you h i t  him back , or (B) do you
run away?
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2 . When you a re  p lay in g  w ith  o th e r c h ild re n , do you l ik e  to  t e l l  them 
how to  do th ings?  (A) Yes, or (B) No.
15. Would you ra th e r  (A) look a t  books, o r (B) p lay  n o isy  games?
25. When you go to  bed , do you (A) go r ig h t  to  s le e p , o r (B) do you 
s ta y  awake fo r  a w hile?
41. Sometimes your m other t e l l s  you to  pu t your toys away. Do you 
sometimes fo rg e t to  do i t ?  (A) Yes, or (B) No.
44 , Do you (A) p ic k  out your own c lo th e s  in  the  morning, or (B) does 
Mommy t e l l  you what to  wear?
49. Would you r a th e r  (A) p lay  w ith  some o th e r c h ild re n , o r (B) make 
something w ith  b locks a l l  by y o u rse lf?
54. Do people say th a t  you d o n 't  take care  o f th in g s?  (A) Yes, or
(B) No.
56. Do you wake up in  the  morning (A) a l l  by y o u rs e lf ,  or (B) does 
someone wake you up?
58. Can you c ro ss  th e  s t r e e t  (A) a l l  by y o u rs e lf ,  o r (B) does someone 
always go along w ith  you?
63. When you want a  to y  and Mommy d o e s n 't  buy i t  fo r  you, do you beg 
h er and beg h e r to  buy i t ?  (A) Yes, o r (B) No.
75. When one o f your to y s  breaks (A) do you c ry , or (B) do you do some­
th in g  e lse ?
85. When you cut your f in g e r ,  do you cry? (A) Yes, o r (B) No.
89. When no one i s  w atch ing , do you l ik e  to  mark up the  w a lls  w ith
p a in t or crayons? (A) Yes, or (B) No.
107. When Mommy leaves you, (A) do you c ry , or (B) d o e s n 't  i t  make much
d if fe re n c e  to  you?
119. Do you l ik e  to  make s i l l y  faces  a t  people? (A) Yes, or (B) No,
124. When y o u 're  through p lay in g  w ith  your to y s , do you always put them
away th e  way Mommy l ik e s  you to? (A) Yes, or (B) No.
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156. Do you l ik e  to  take some toys to  bed w ith  you? (A) Yes, o r (B) 
No.
158. When you’re  t i r e d  or hungry, do you l ik e  to  p u t your thumb in  
your mouth? (A) Yes, o r (B) No.
178. When Mommy say s , "Let me help  you w ith  t h a t , "  (A) do you say , 
"A ll r i g h t , "  or (B) do you say " I ' l l  do i t  m yself?"
185. (A) Do you tu rn  on the  TV y o u rs e lf ,  o r (B) do you w ait fo r  Mommy
to  do i t ?
appendix iv
ANOVA TABLE FOR SEX OF CHILD AND EXPERIMENTER
Source DF
Mean S quares/ 
Sum of Squares F Value Prob F
F ac to r A 
Sex of Child 
Sex of Experim enter 
Sex of C X Sex o f E
F ac to r B 
Sex of Child 
Sex o f Experim enter 
Sex of C X Sex o f E
F ac to r C 
Sex of Child 
Sex o f Experim enter 
Sex of C X Sex of E
F ac to r D 
Sex o f Child 
Sex o f Experim enter 
Sex o f C X Sex of E
F ac to r E 
Sex of C hild 
Sex of Experim enter 
Sex o f C X Sex of E
F ac to r F 
Sex o f Child 
Sex o f Experim enter 
Sex of C X Sex of E
F ac to r G 
Sex o f Child 
Sex o f Experim enter 
Sex o f C X Sex o f E
F ac to r I  
Sex o f Child 
Sex o f Experim enter 
Sex o f C X Sex o f E
1754.05
43019.40
9310.16
178439.78
922.81
64380.47
645041.80
13133.42
6147.07
22001.69
331.69
4669.56
30043.21
6597.81
9949.11
50801.02
1843.28
34197.88
475.42 
862.12 
5913.26
15389.95
3077.21
664.74
0.06
1.56
0.34
15.89
0.08
5.73
52.05
1.06
0.50
1.09
0.02
0.23
6.18
1.36
2.05
13.50
0.49
9.09
0.03
0.06
0.40
3.18
0.64
0.14
0.8014
0.2145
0.5625
0.0001
0.7750
0.0185
0.0001
0.3057
0.4829
0.2985
0.8982
0.6313
0.0145
0.2467
0.1556
0.0004
0.4856
0.0032
0.8576
0.8091
0.5273
0.0777
0.4273
0.7118
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Source DF
Mean Squares/ 
Sum o f Seuares F Value Prob F
F ac to r 0 
Sex o f C hild 
Sex of Experim enter 
Sex of C X Sex o f E
F ac to r P 
Sex of Child 
Sex o f Experim enter 
Sex of C X Sex of E
F ac to r R 
Sex of Child 
Sex of Experim enter 
Sex of C X Sex of E
F ac to r U 
Sex of C hild 
Sex of Experim enter 
Sex of C X Sex of E
F ac to r V 
Sex o f Child 
Sex of Experim enter 
Sex of C X Sex o f E
F ac to r W 
Sex of Child 
Sex of Experim enter 
Sex of C X Sex o f E
22974.73
300.67
20889.17
67287.20
18107.33
6619.20
25517.11
815.21
21083.29
6876.39
1604.74
3708.65
473.65
13550.01
12313.65
4100.16
3784.24
3516.22
4.33
0.06
3.94
4 .81
1.29
0.47
7.66
0.24
6.33
3.37
0.79
1.82
0.12
3.38
3.08
1.75
1.62
1.50
0.0398
0.8122
0.0498
0.0306
0.2580
0.4932
0.0067
0.6218
0.0134
0.0694
0.3775
0.1808
0.7316
0.0687
0.0824
0.1884
0.2062
0.2229
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